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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
To an external customer, the behavior of the people that the customer encounters 
represents what the organization stands for. If an organization wants to change the way its 
customers see it, it has to change the behavior of its people. Unfortunately, most change plans 
end in a disillusion for many ambitious managers, because people seem to be more willing to 
satisfy their personal needs in the first place. Organizational scholars are now forced to be 
attuned to new ways of thinking; researchers need to be attentive to meanings and 
sensemaking in work- and life settings as a central focus for organizational research. 
Communication not necessarily leads to the transfer of meaning, since it is the listener who 
creates the meaning and makes sense to it for her- or himself. The new credo for management 
research is to get “inside people’s head” to discover their needs first, and then prepare the 
change. This is why this study approaches change from the change adopters’ standpoint. 
This study aims to reveal and measure the importance of people- and individual-
related factors that facilitate or inhibit change. After extensive literature research about 
transfer of meanings in the context of change, six person-related and three individual related 
factors have been found. Then, it is investigated whether the individual related factors 
encapsulate the person-related factors. Consequently an online survey has been conducted to 
expose a ranking of these individual related factors.  
All factors have been put in a ‘knock-out competition’ through multiple regression and 
correlation analyses to be able to rank them in importance. Analysis of the data indicates that 
it is very difficult to rank these factors separately from other personal or individual related 
factors. But, comparing the factors in significance with rates for experienced success of 
change reveals that capacity, receptivity, and personal awareness are highly significant. This 
holds true, especially when employees think that the change will increase their personal 
performance; are not afraid of punishment; and personally think that the change is really 
necessary. Lesser significant factors for change are: engagement, and personal commitment, 
and least significant in this study is capability. 
What this tells us is that managers are not helpless anymore in designing a change 
strategy. If they know what the dominant personal factors are of their employees they can 
modify the change approach and plan according to this information. The contribution of the 
study is to develop a richer understanding of individual related factors that prosper or 
relinquish successful change. And this study also shows that measuring these factors is 
possible. A ranking is the outcome of these measurements. 
A very comforting contribution of this study is the discovery that improved personal 
performance, as a feature of capacity, is directly related to experiencing successful change. 
Another noteworthy finding is that the results provide empirical evidence to support Kurt 
Lewin’s and Edgar Schein’s Theory that reducing fears of people prospers change.  
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J'aime les paysans; ils ne sont pas assez savants pour raisonner de travers. 
(I like farmers; they are not enough scholars to reason adverse.) 
 
Montesquieu,  
French philosopher 1689-1755 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
In a competitive business environment, the ability to manage change effectively can 
translate into increased market share, revenue and profits. However, a major finding in change 
management research is that most organizations do not manage change well (Nilakant, 2006). 
In Organizational Science researchers have come to realize that there is more to study than  
solely seeking for the rationality in the functioning of organizations (Heijnsdijk, 2000).  It has 
been discovered that the social environment has significant effects on motivation and 
commitment of staff (Hawthorne experiments). Now, what has to be done to increase the 
success rate for the implementation of change plans?  
Innovation research, for example, typically views ideas as ‘plans to be implemented’. 
An innovation is the successful implementation of a (creative) idea, which may be expressed 
in the form of knowledge, practice, or a physical object. Although each innovation begins 
with an idea, the original idea is often altered or ‘re-invented’ during the implementation 
process according to changing contingencies and needs (Vandenbosch, Saatcioglu, & Fay, 
2006). Put it differently: when are you willing to take over a new idea, and when not?  
Symbolic interactionists have argued that ideas are essentially properties and products of 
relationships rather than individual possessions (Vandenbosch, et al., 2006). From research 
on sensemaking and cognition it is known that recipient interpretations of change plans, and 
how these interpretations are mediated by their existing context of action, ways of thinking, 
and interactions with others, are likely to be the key (J. Balogun & Johnson, 2005). Study of 
meaning in organizations is likely to yield greater understanding of behavior in organizations 
because people’s behavior is based on their interpretations of or the meaning they attach to 
situations (Berger & Luckmann, 1966; Gioia & Poole, 1984; Lord & Kernan, 1987; 
Silverman, 1971 in (Rentsch, 1990)). Understanding the mechanism behind the ‘Transfer of 
Meanings’ between individuals and groups of people should provide new insight for making 
‘planned change’ more successful. 
 
Below follows the oldest English-language proverbs, that still carries the same meaning 
through centuries and generations, and it addresses the central theme of this thesis. The fact 
that the English –saying, has existed for centuries and today still shares the same meaning, 
indicates that people are able to take over meanings from each other and thus allows it to 
continue through distance and time. 
 “You can lead a horse to water, but you can’t make it drink.” 
 Meaning: People, like horses, will only do what they have a mind to do. 
 Origin: Proverbs give richness to language and, to some extent, define a culture. ‘You 
can lead a horse to water, but you can’t make it drink’ might be thought to encapsulate the 
English-speaking people’s mindset better than any other saying, as it appears to be the oldest 
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English proverb that is still in regular use today. It was recorded as early as 1175 in Old 
English Homilies. 
Hwa is thet mei thet hors wettrien the him self mule drinken [who can give water to the horse 
that will not drink of its own accord?] 
The proverb ‘lead a horse to water’ has been in continuous use since the 12th century. John 
Heywood listed it in the influential glossary A Dialogue Conteinyng the Nomber in Effect of 
all the Prouerbes in the Englishe Tongue:   
“A man maie well bring a horse to the water, But he can not make him drinke without 
he will.” 1 
From a change management perspective: A somewhat more literal rendering of the 
content of the proverb in management context, could be: “You can lead an employee towards 
an improved method or using a new technology, but not ‘manage’ him/her to (have) truly 
accept nor embrace it." Another example can be found in the fashion world: why does not 
everybody buy clothing according to the latest fashion? People decide whether they 
participate or not to adopting new or different things (meanings). Even when all information 
is at place that gives reason to doing things differently, people must willing to accept it, 
embrace it, share it, and live to it. Otherwise, adopting the new way is doomed to fail. And on 
the opposite; you know that smoking is bad for your health, but still some people do not 
quit. But, why not? It appears that people are making their own sense to meanings. Shared 
‘meanings’ among people, but also sensemaking by an individual about these ‘meanings’, 
appear to be at the root for starting any change or ‘changing’ from current to desired states. 
This study is about revealing the vital personal success factors for (planned) change 
(programs) and their direct value for change & implementation management. Indirectly, it 
might add value to other social and behavioral sciences, as it departs from multiple sociologic 
and psychological perspectives. 
1.1 Gap in Scientific Literature 
 More than 70 % of all change processes in the Netherlands get seized too early or never 
obtain the intended result. The high percentage of seized change processes equals 
international experiences (Boonstra, 2000; Vermaak, 2002). Nearly two-thirds of all change 
efforts fail, and they carry with them huge human and economic tolls (M. Beer & Nohria, 
2000). Worldwide, less than 30 per cent of organizations that implement large-scale change 
are successful (Kotter, 1995). To date, after extensive literature research, no more optimistic 
data of successful change have been found; giving reason for new theories on the subject.  
In this study, the success of change is considered to be dependent on successful transfer 
of meanings.  When people not only accept new meanings but embrace it and live to it, then 
change can be considered successfully implemented. Suppose that organizational change 
starts with an idea that goes around for an organization that is considered to be fruitful for the 
                                                 
1
 Source: (http://www.phrases.org.uk, 2011). The picture on the cover page is taken from this website. 
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existence of this organization. Then, which crucial conditions initiated by the idea ‘receivers’ 
have to be met by the idea ‘transmitters’ in order to make the receivers successfully adopt the 
intended change? How individuals make sense of ideas might offer an explanation: “the more 
fully sensemaking activities are activated, the more effective the change. Sensemaking 
appears to be the root activity when people deal with an unknowable, unpredictable world” 
(Weick, 2000).  
The contribution of this study is to expose personal goals that motivate for change. 
What is particularly distinctive about this research is that besides the literature research about 
individual motives for adapting change, it provides a sample questionnaire to whether there is 
a ranking in existing dominant motives.  Until now, no study in the field of management 
science has attempted to draw on individual responses of ‘idea receiving’ employees to reveal 
the existing dominant motives. 
A number of remarks apply to provide guidelines to this study. First, this research 
departs from multiple (behavioral) science perspectives, i.e. in the Humans Relations 
approach meeting individual’s needs leads to increased motivation, less resistance to formal 
authority, and the willingness to cooperate increases (Kunst, 1999); the System approach 
places individuals as elements in a system that is characterized by relationships with other 
elements and that is influenced by its environment (Heijnsdijk, 2000), and so on. A second 
remark is that this thesis focuses extensively on cognition and perception about reality; 
the 'inside' of change. This 'inner' form of change distinguishes itself from the 'outside' by 
the 'focus' on the perception of people, or how a person “experiences” change (Homan, 2006). 
It is assumed that: “One person will only adapt or learn to (intended) change if he or she 
personally experiences the need or benefit in his/her own way, according to his/her thought 
style, paradigm, perception, or construction of reality”. In short, this person must engage in 
sense making processes on different or new ideas, concepts or frames of reference and so on, 
to give meaning to the change. In order to make sense of ‘change’ in a way that will 
acknowledge its distinguishing features, Bergson  (1946) advises: “Bring yourself in touch 
with reality through intuition; get to know it from ‘within’ ” (Tsoukas & Chia, 2002). How 
organization members (people) acquire, organize, and make sense of changes in the 
environment is a key to understanding (organizational) change (Homan, 2006; Weber & 
Manning, 2001). A third remark is that the phenomenon called “JET” is kept in mind to 
explain the relevance of the subject with the ideal way implementing change. This topic is 
discussed in the 2.Chapter in detail. 
1.2 Problem Statement &Research Questions   
Why do people often not change along with well-defined and well-intended 
plans, although there are the best reasons at the root of an intended change? The English 
proverb in the introduction refers to the fact that people only do something that they have 
"inside their head"  (will only do what they have a mind to do). Then, on what personal 
grounds and interpersonal conditions, will the acquisition of e.g. a change idea lead to 
successful continuation of the change? It is important to know which crucial conditions have 
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to be met if you (still) want or need people to change. Insight into the personal factors for 
successful adoption of change is the objective of this research.   
"Inside their head" is entangled with human perception of reality and by experiences or 
paradigm. The word paradigm was originally a scientific term, and is more commonly used 
today to mean a model, theory, perception, assumption, or frame of reference. In the more 
general sense, it's the way we "see" the world - not in terms of our visual sense of sight, but in 
terms of perceiving, understanding, and interpreting ((Covey, 2004)p.23). It is known that 
people build up mental or cognitive models over time to make sense of their situation, it is 
called individual experience (Johnson, 2002). Sensemaking seems to be not exclusively an 
individual activity, as meanings are influenced in the relatedness with one another. 
The Central question of this research is the following: 
 "Based on which person-related reasons do people “adopt” change?  
First, through literature research, it is investigated what person-related issues can be 
found that could possibly influence the sensemaking about change. Second, is it investigated 
whether these issues are covered in contemporary literature about individual factors for 
change. And third, it is investigated whether there is a potential ranking of dominant 
individual factors for change. It is attempted to answer the central question by finding 
answers to the following sub questions:  
a. Which person-related issues regarding change can we distinguish? 
b. What individual-related elements are to be considered for the adoption of change? 
c. Is it possible to rank the personal factors in importance for the adoption of change? 
1.3 Significance of the Research for Science and Practitioners 
This study contributes to the knowledge of personal reasons for adopting change. For 
this aim, we depart from and focus on the question: “Why do people take over ‘meanings’ 
from other?”. The research focuses on the area between sense-giving and sense-making of at 
least two different (groups of) people. At micro level, if one person sends (new) information 
(Transmit), the other receives the information, gives itself a (similar) meaning and then might 
send it again to others (Receive and Transmit). The continuation of this process leads to a 
group of people who ‘construct’ a flow of shared meaning: Homan (Homan, 2006, 2009) 
refers to this phenomenon by the term “JET”. A better understanding of the phenomenon 
“JET”contributes to the knowledge for implementing change. 
Positioning of the research: 
The topic of this thesis can be associated with what is described as ‘travelling of ideas’ 
by Seyón Czarniawiska (Homan, 2006) and ‘issue-selling’ by Ansoff, Dutton and Ashford 
(Narayanan, Zane, & Kemmerer, 2011). Ideas have their origin in nets of creavity; Homan 
(2006) refers to these as Generative Hotspots. These ideas must travel or  be ‘sold’ to others 
through interaction (processes). If a group of people shares the same collective reality about 
this new idea and is able to pass it on to others, you may speak of the emergence of 
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founder sets and patches communicating within a community, and eventually resulting in jets 
communicating between communities. Issue selling is the process by which individuals affect 
others’ attention to an understanding of the events, developments, and trends that have 
implications for organizational performance (Narayanan, et al., 2011). Examples for these 
‘processes’ are found in marketing and selling of services, products, and even in the field of 
fashion design, consumer electronics, ICT innovations for companies, and so on. 
Understanding the factors that are important in the transfer of meaning (travelling of the 
ideas) can lead to the ‘key’ (reason) for the successful continuation of ideas and meanings of 
the between people.    
 First, for the (interdisciplinary) organizational sciences and related sciences, this study 
offers an enlightening concept in the personal motives that are of essential significance during 
transfer processes necessary for ‘planned’ change programs. Second, the same contribution of 
this study is valuable for all types of managers, sales managers, change managers, 
management consultants, change agents and Organizational Development (OD) agents in both 
profit and nonprofit organizations. Second, being better informed about the dominant needs 
present among the employees in a company, management or designated change agents may 
decide to implement ‘customized’ change plans. Using this knowledge, the chances of 
successful change or selling new idea’s, services, or products might be enhanced as well. 
Third, community can extract benefits from this study. Because this study addresses the 
mutual importance of personal characteristics and social influence in adopting change; i.c. 
individual aspects in receiving idea’s, adjusting mental frameworks, building knowledge, 
copying behavior from others, and sharing reality.  
1.4 Study Outline 
The structure of this study is as follows: Chapter 1 defines the central question, and the 
relationship with the currently known scientific theory "Gap” in scientific literature. 
Furthermore, Chapter 1 highlights the significance (relevance) of this research for science and 
practitioners. Chapter 2 contains the review of the literature with respect to the central 
question. The experimental methodology is described in Chapter 3. Chapter 4 gives a review 
of the research and shows the substantial results. Finally, Chapter 5 draws the main 
conclusions and additional recommendations which are supplemented for further research.  
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2. LITERATURE RESEARCH 
In recent management literature, it is often mentioned that there is a growing need to 
discuss management and leadership practices from different or new perspectives (Dent, 1999; 
Eriksen & Cunliffe, 2010; Homan, 2006; McClelland, 2010; Nilakant, 2006; Tasaka, 1999). 
The old way is referred as limiting and is often called traditional, conventional, deterministic, 
Newtonian, or classical management theory. The new sciences are represented by quantum 
physics, chaos theory, and complexity science (Fris & Lazaridou, 2006). Yet, some 
researchers prefer to combine elements of the new way and old way, depending on the context 
and the issue to analyze (Griffin, Shaw, & Stacey, 1998; Levy, 1994; Lewin, 1999; 
McKelvey, 1999). Homan (2009) e.g. merges two scientific fields, chaos and complexity 
theories with social constructionism to expose collective reality constructions. In this study 
the classical management theory is used for introducing the subject ‘change in organizations’. 
In addition, social sciences and the new sciences are used to clarify people’s response to 
change. 
2.1 Organizations, People and Change 
There are two mainstream methodologies and one non-mainstream that can be 
distinguished in organizational change and development (Hosking, 2004): 
• The first focuses on individuals and on changing individual characteristics 
• The second focuses on organizations and environments and the characteristics of 
each 
• The third focuses on inter-dependent existences and the social realities. Whether the 
methodology is directed at individuals or organizations, the first two assume 
subject-oriented relations or possible social constructions, whereas the critical 
assumes a relational- construction process. This is called the social constructionism 
methodology. 
With the aim to reveal essential factors for the successful adoption of idea’s related to 
change, individual behavior, and individual’s perception of the reality, multiple perspectives 
are used. To understand the origins of unexpected change outcomes, it is necessary to 
understand how people are interpreting things and why. It is necessary to understand which 
planned (and unplanned) events and activities are being interpreted, and how this is impacting 
behavior (J. Balogun, and Hope Hailey, V., 2008) (p.232). 
2.1.1 Organizations and Reasons for Change 
There are two schools of thought about how change occurs in organizations: nature of 
organizational change. The first sees change as continuous, with organizations transforming 
on an on-going basis to keep pace with their environment. The second sees change as a 
process of punctuated equilibrium. In reality there is little empirical evidence to support either 
view more than the other; change is an on-going process and needs to be context-specific; and 
for an organization to change, the people within it, must change (J. Balogun, and Hope 
Hailey, V., 2008; Johnson, 2002).  Typically, lengthy consideration is given to the why and 
Ortwin Lindelauf 
 
 
what of strategy development. The internal and external cont
analyzed in order to gain an understanding of the current state and why change is necessary. 
In addition, the strategists decide on the content of change
the nature of the future state. After anal
identifying the desired future state a strategy is chosen 
2008) . 
 Reasons for strategic change
internal resources and competencies, and the expectations and influences of stakeholders 
(Johnson, 2002).  
a. The external environment
An organization exists in the context of a complex commercial, political, economic, 
social, technological, environmental and legal world (see figure 1). This environment changes 
and is more complex for some organizations than for others. Whether private of public
managers make sense of an uncertain world around their organization
environment. This can be difficult for several reasons: First diversity of the many influences; 
secondly the speed of change, typically technological change and the 
communications; and third, complexity. Managers are no different from other individuals in 
the way they cope with complexity; they try to simplify what is happening by focusing on 
those few aspects of the environment which have been importa
avoided ((Johnson, 2002) p.98).
                   
Figure 1: 
b. The internal resources and competencies
Strategy is the direction and scope of an organization over the long
advantage for the organization through its configuration of resources within a 
environment and to fulfill stakeholder expectations 
                                        
2
 In organizational studies, organizational change
sometimes are used differently, but in general all these terms indicate a ‘development’ in the organization’s 
strategy, structure and/or business processes for some reason. 
– Implementation and Change Management
ext of the organization is 
- what actually has to change and 
yzing an organization’s competitive position and 
(J. Balogun, and Hope Hailey, V., 
2
 can rise from developments of the external environment, 
 
nt historically, what has to be 
 
Illustration: Context of an organization and its environment
 
-term which achieves 
(Johnson, 2002). To be strategically 
         
, corporate strategy, organizational development
 
 
7 
 sector, 
- the business 
speed of global 
 
 
changing 
, etc. 
Ortwin Lindelauf – Implementation and Change Management 
 
8 
 
successful organizations are not only influenced by their external environment but also 
dependent on strategic capability to perform at the level that is required for success. One way 
of thinking about strategic capability is to consider its strengths, and weaknesses and its fit 
with the environmental opportunities and threats. Strategic fit is developing strategy by 
identifying opportunities in the business environment and adapting resources and 
competences so as to take advantage of these ((Johnson, 2002) p.5). Resources and 
competences make up its strategic capability to be innovative and able to change.  
c. The expectations and influences of stakeholders 
A third reason for (corporate) change is created by expectations of stakeholders and 
their influence over the organization’s purposes. The expectations of different stakeholders 
affect purpose and what will be seen as acceptable. Formally corporate governance, but in 
practice here it’s all about power, and political and cultural influences. All of this raises 
ethical issues about what managers and organizations do and why (Johnson, 2002). 
What is the role of management in acquiring change? Managers cannot escape the 
responsibility of communicating meaning because their behaviors and interpretations become 
events that organizational members interpret (Rentsch, 1990; Schein, 1989). Realizing this 
may lead to effective meaning management, whereby the meaning manager encourages 
similar interpretations by explicitly communicating his or her own interpretations. By 
interacting with most members, the manager may be able to introduce a common 
interpretation to all members. It is the nature of recursive social practices that help people 
conceive both stability and change. To succeed in implementing change there is a need to 
make certain options more likely than others, and there is a need to put pressure on commonly 
understood and accepted directions (Gynnild, 2002). Management behavior influences the 
way new ideas are generated and expressed (Vandenbosch, et al., 2006). An idea is commonly 
understood to be a concept or plan formed by mental effort. 
To implement or make change successful management must play an active and 
interactive role (M. Beer & Nohria, 2000; Michael Beer, Voelpel, Leibold, & Tekie, 2005; 
Gynnild, 2002; Narayanan, et al., 2011; Vermaak, 2002). They must be willing to participate 
and show as much engagement and learning as they would expect from members of the 
organization (adopters)  (Schein, 1989)((Schein, 2010) p. 366) (Rentsch, 1990). The latter 
also specifically emphasize the significant role of culture and/or nationality which is 
supported by other researchers like Hofstede and Autant Bernard et Al.(Hofstede, 1983) 
(Autant-Bernard, Chalaye, Manca, Moreno, & Suriñach, 2010). To achieve change it is 
important to understand how individuals change ((J. Balogun, and Hope Hailey, V., 2008) 
p.163).   
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2.1.2 Organizations as Social Systems 
Although people can feel themselves living alone, isolated or struggling for connection 
with others, especially in Western culture, people are in fact in community each time they find 
themselves in places where they belong, e.g. a company, institution of organization.  People 
naturally foster an experience of feeling a sense of safety that arises from a place where they 
are emotionally, spiritually, and psychologically a member. To belong to a community is to 
act as a creator and co-owner of that community. Communities are human systems given form 
by conversations that build relatedness (Block, 2008).  Organizations, like communities, can 
be regarded as open social systems with many external influences (Cummings & Worley, 
2008; Heijnsdijk, 2000). Organizations do not operate in isolation, but they interact with their 
environment and their employees and are –therefore- part of society. Alternatively, 
organizations may be seen as mini societies or cultures (Palmer, Dunford, & Akin, 2006). A 
system can respond adaptively to its environment by mimicking inside itself the basic 
dynamics of evolutionary processes (Warglien, 2002, p.110, (Weick, Sutcliffe, & Obstfeld, 
2005)). Change is not an exceptional or special activity individuals undertake, it takes place 
because most of the time most people in an organization do about what they are supposed to 
do; that is they are intelligently attentive to their environments and jobs (March, 1981, p. 564 
in (Tsoukas & Chia, 2002)).  
The organization is seen as a tool serving a specific target with the individuals being the 
tools of the organization (Mangolte, 2000). Thus, there is a double meaning for the word 
“organization(s)”: organizations are sites of continuously changing human action, and 
organization is the making of form, the patterned unfolding of human action (Tsoukas & 
Chia, 2002). Organizations are not only complex but also dynamic while performing multiple 
functions for the individual employee and for society. These could include (Strikwerda, 
2003): 
i. Making sense for matters of life and death, 
ii. Providing an identity, 
iii. The provision of economic, physical, social and psychological security, 
iv. Access to, creation and distribution of wealth, 
v. Ensuring law and justice, 
vi. Honoring the dignity of the individual.  
The behavior of the individual is not necessarily compatible with the “survival” of the 
organization (Mangolte, 2000). In other words, there cannot be one best point of view, 
because there are always some conflicts between individual or larger societies’ personal 
interests in functions. Reference to such functions or "social schemas" of organizations 
reminds us that we cannot focus solely on one persons’ model (perspective) as such 
representation would be too individualistic; we must consider not just the individual with 
his/her ‘models in the head’ and the external reality to which they may or may not answer, but 
also the fact that the individual is an interacting member of a society with its own 
"constructed" realities (Arbib, 1986). The term cognitive mapping can be used here to 
describe the task of mapping a person’s thinking about a problem or issue. The formal basis 
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for cognitive maps (representation of thinking, as the result of mapping) derives from 
personal construct theory which proposes an understanding of how humans “make sense of” 
their world by seeking to manage and control it (Eden, 2004).  
Obviously, the starting point must be the fact that the organization cannot be considered 
to automatically benefit from internal unity. On the contrary, the definition we have used is 
that of March and Simon, which is as good as any other: “Organizations are systems of co-
ordinated action among individuals and groups whose preferences, information, interests or 
knowledge differ. Organization theories describe the delicate conversion of conflict into co-
operation, the mobilization of resources, and the co-ordination of effort, that facilitate the 
joint survival of an organization and its members” (March and Simon, 1993, p. 300, in 
(Mangolte, 2000)). This proposes that sensemaking can be treated as reciprocal exchanges 
between actors (enactment) and their environment (ecologic change) that are made 
meaningful (selection) and preserved (retention) (Weick, et al., 2005). Kurt Lewin, influenced 
by the Gestalt psychologists, believed that the key to resolving social conflict was to facilitate 
learning and so enable individuals to understand and restructure their perceptions of the world 
around them (Burnes, 2004b).  
From the previous comments in this chapter it is concluded that an individual perception 
is not necessarily equivalent to an organization’s reality. There is room for conflict which is 
caused by different needs, interests, knowledge and so on. Another conclusion is that 
organizations as well as individuals strive for survival, however dependent on each other.  
Organizations provide work and are able to create financial and psychological safety. People’s 
skills, attitudes, energy, and commitment, on the other hand, are vital resources that can make 
or break an enterprise. Lee Bolman and Terrence Deal (Bolman & Deal, 2008) (p121-122) 
highlight this bond by referring to the term ‘Human Resources Frame’ which is built on the 
following core assumptions : 
• Organizations exist to serve human needs rather than the converse. 
• People and organizations need each other. Organizations need ideas, energy, and 
talent; people need careers, salaries, and opportunities. 
• When the fit between individual and system is poor, one or both suffer. Individuals 
are exploited or exploit the organization - or both become victims. 
• A good fit benefits both. Individuals find meaningful and satisfying work, and 
organizations get the talent and energy they need to succeed. 
Organizations ask, “How do we find and retain people with the skills and attitudes to do 
work?” Workers want to know, “How well will this place meet my needs? “ these two 
questions are closely related, because “fit” is a function of at least three different things: how 
well an organization responds to individual desires for useful work; how well jobs enable 
employees to express their skills and sense of self; and how well work fulfills individual 
financial and life-style needs (Cable and DeRue, 2002 (Bolman & Deal, 2008)). 
Now, here is a noticeable thought for managers/agents who want to implement change 
in an organization: Organizations need people (for their energy, effort, and talent), and people 
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need organizations (for the many intrinsic and extrinsic rewards they offer), but their 
respective needs are not always well aligned. When the fit between people and organizations 
is poor, one or both suffer: individuals may feel neglected or oppressed, and organizations 
sputter because individuals withdraw their efforts or even work against organizational 
purposes. Conversely, a good fit benefits both: individuals find meaningful and satisfying 
work, and organizations get the talent and energy they need to succeed ((Bolman & Deal, 
2008) p. 137).  It is crucial to discover the individual thought style; meanwhile you have to 
see him/her as a member of a larger group or society. What are the requirements for people to 
be ready for change? Readiness for change exists at two levels. The first is the extent to which 
staff is aware of the need of change. The second is the amount of personal commitment there 
is towards changing individual skills, attitudes, behaviours or work practices ((J. Balogun, and 
Hope Hailey, V., 2008) p.94). When launching a particular change initiative, change agents 
need to understand the degree to which employees are aware that change is necessary, and the 
degree of motivation staff ‘feel’ towards change. Staff can be aware at a rational level of the 
need for change but be unprepared at an emotional level to embrace change personally. Low 
awareness of the need for change is primarily a reflection of the inadequacy of 
communication in an organization, whereas commitment to change exists at a very personal 
level and is harder to create. Low commitment can exist for a variety of reasons but many of 
them stem from self-interest. The change may be disadvantageous to the individual, when 
there is a loss of power or status, or potentially a loss of job. At a deeper level the individual 
may fear the prospect of change (J. Balogun, and Hope Hailey, V., 2008). Many researchers 
are convinced that survival anxiety and uncertainty are common personal barriers to change, 
and therefore change agents must take into account the human need for psychological safety 
and stability. Important names are Kurt Lewin, Edgar Schein, and Heller (Boonstra, 2000; 
Burnes, 2004a, 2004b; Nilakant, 2006; Schein, 1989, 2010). 
2.1.3 People Living in Organizations 
It is possible to expose human behavior in organizations from at least two different 
perspectives: the structural properties of an organization and the qualities of the people who 
work in that organization. As a third perspective, the interaction between both the structural 
properties and the characteristics of the people, can be chosen. Each perspective is legitimate; 
the choice for the perspective depends on the issue to be exhibited ((Richardson, 2002) 
p.221).  
The increasing interconnectedness of people across the globe is helping to accelerate 
change in businesses, as diverse new customer demands are communicated faster and 
innovative organizational responses are enabled by collaboration through information 
technology (Coleman, 1999). Much of Organizational Behavior and Organizational 
Psychology has centered individuals and groups ‘in organizations’(Hosking, 2004). ‘The’ 
organization has been reified as the largely tacit and separate context for individual action, 
perceptions, satisfactions and the like (Miner 1980, in Hosking, 2004). Similarly, much of 
Organization Theory focused on organizations as the seemingly separate context for 
individual activities, groups, and inter-group relation (Child, 1977, 1984, in Hosking, 2004). 
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Both approaches treat individuals and organizations as if each were a singular, bounded, and 
separate, someone or something (Hosking, 2004). However, as well as interacting with the 
outside world, humans have the intrinsic ability to interact with their own thoughts and, 
therefore to draw new distinctions, imagine new things, and employ metaphor, metonomy, 
and mental imagery (Lakoff, 1987; Rorty 1989,1991, in Tsoukas & Chia, 2002). Individuals 
often interact with others and with themselves at the same time: They undertake action while 
being mindful of earlier patterns of actions. In carrying out tasks (in an organization), actors 
are compelled to interact with the outside world and, thus, to accommodate new experiences. 
Actors, having the inherent ability to be reflexive, are prone to drawing new distinctions and 
making fresh metaphorical connections. According to Tsoukas and Chia (2002) organizations 
are sites of continuously changing human action. Hosking (2004) mentions co-ordinated 
actions or “co-ordinations” can be written or spoken texts. Like emails, where a text is sent 
and replied to (con-text) or two people having a conversation. Equally co-ordinations can be 
of non-verbal actions, things, and events- a hand is extended (act or text) and another hand 
takes it and shakes it (act or con-text). Following Hosking’s thought style co-ordinations are 
relational unities: an act makes no contribution to reality construction processes unless it is 
supplemented in some way. In sum, co-ordinations involve actions, objects, and artifacts 
available to be made relevant or irrelevant, meaningful or meaningless, good or bad, by being 
put into relation (e.g., Dachler and Hosking, 1995, in Hosking, 2004). In other words, instead 
of seeing ‘meaning’ in the individual’s head, ‘meaning’ should be viewed as occurring on our 
relatedness with one another (Gergen, 1991, in Barrett, Thomas, & Hocevar, 1995).  
Pervasive access to broadband internet connectivity and communication services has 
created new forms of relationships and patterns of communicating and learning. Web 2.0 and 
its associated applications have brought and are continuing to bring about significant shifts in 
the way people communicate, create, and share information (McLoughlin & Lee, 2008). 
Social media is just one of many examples more to follow. Iin relation to this, the importance 
of the phenomenon jets cannot be underestimated, even at macro level. For example, the 
present existence of social media, though with jets evolve/emerge, played a vital role the 
Arabic Spring revolution in early 2011 (Howard et al., 2011; Taylor, 2011; Zuckerman, 
2011). 
2.1.4 Transfer of “Meanings”  
The very act of communicating is the process through which we constitute experience. 
Communication is not just a conduit for ‘transferring information’ from one person to 
another, rather it is the very process by which organizing comes to acquire consensual 
meaning (Barrett, Thomas, & Hocevar, 1995). Organizing is therefore continuously created 
and recreated in acts of communication among an organization’s members (Mumby, 1988, in 
Barret et al., 1995). Communication is a central component of sensemaking and organizing: 
"We see communication as an ongoing process of making sense of the circumstances in which 
people collectively find ourselves and of the events that affect them. The sensemaking, to the 
extent that it involves communication, takes place in interactive talk and draws on the 
resources of language in order to formulate and exchange through talk...; to be symbolically 
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encoded representations of these circumstances (Weick, et al., 2005). 
Understanding the factors that are important in the transfer (Pugh & Bergin, 2006) of meaning 
can lead to the ‘key’(reason) for the successful continuation of ides and meanings of, and 
between people. But what factors are vital for successful transfer and continuation of shared 
meaning?  
When do people shift “to adopt change”? When is someone prepared to accept an idea, 
throught or action and then act accordingly? If we discover what the primary conditions are to 
be met for a successful transfer of meaning between two people, then can we better 
understand the transfer of meanings between two (or more) groups: processing of 
jets? What human influences affect the transfer of meaning? How is this transfer of meaning 
experienced individually? It is known that people build up metal or cognitive models over 
time to make sense of their situation, it is called individual experience (Johnson, 2002).  
The following case will demonstrate the mechanism that needs deeper understanding, 
and therefore further research: Suppose that someone (imagine yourself) has a good idea, and 
wants to encourage his / her immediate colleagues or friends to take over this idea. How? 
One obvious approach is the following: You give your views on the idea (meaning) as 
comprehensive as possible and maintain clarity. This is done to ensure that your idea is 
so understood as you intended. At any questions you do your best to answer them to satisfy all 
needs and clear the doubts that the questioner may have. You share (all) your information on 
your idea and you are actively and intensively involved in this interactive process. In short: 
you hand over your ‘meaning’ with the aim that the receiver takes over your ‘meaning’. This 
process, intensively discussed in literature (Axley, 1984), is illustrated in Figure 2: Handover-
Takeover of Meanings.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 2: Illustration: Handover-Takeover of Meanings, the process 
If this example is viewed from a systems approach, then the individual person can be 
projected as an element that has relationships with other elements (people). After all, 
Systems -like organizations- do interact with the environment. 
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2.1.5 JETS: Illustrating the Ideal Change Implementation
The ‘Jet’ phenomenon, figure 1, is introduced here to 
implemented when ideas are transferred and embraced between 
In Figure 3 (Jets: the principle),
groups of people. The yellow
communication, and also symbolize
group of people and then transferred to
Dutch: betekenisslingers) (Homan, 2006
should be implemented after the intended change idea or meaning of the idea was shared. 
Assuming that ‘shared meanings’ are at the root for starting change or ‘changing’
deeper understanding why and how these “jets”
developing these jets leads us to the key for understanding
For further purposes in this research, “jet” is defined as:”the continuation of transfer of a 
shared meaning between or within different groups of people through space and/or time”.
Accepting and embracing new or different meanings seems 
and, thus allowing change to be successfully implemented. 
insight into the personal motives
the knowledge about the underlying human
chances for successful (organizational) change.
But how are Jets created? Others in a community will comment on an idea, they will 
attribute their own meaning to it.
community of equals, undertaking and experiencing issues significantly directed by them 
(Ellis & Kiely, 2000) . The original meaning consisting of a founder set and collective reality 
construction will first evolve to patches and eventually emerge to jets 
Simplified, the existences of jets depend heavily on elements and interactions within and 
between communities. Translated to management practice it means that change depends on 
the people and their connections with others within and ou
environment. It is about individuals who can articulate an attractive vision and act with 
passion to make that dream come true who will draw in many other people around them 
through their ability to produce coherence. It
micro level that such individuals generate that stimulates self
– Implementation and Change Management
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Figure 3: Illustration: JETS, the principle  
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company and determines the macroscopic trends of the corporation as a whole (Mitroff, 
1998). 
In Behavioral Sciences we encounter one important shared perspective 
in Cognitive psychology, social constructionism and social constructivism. The shared 
perspective states that mankind is able to create meaning; mankind does not blindly react on 
external incentives, but creates its own perception upon incentives. In other words: people do 
not react on objective reality but on their own assumptions about reality, their perceptions 
(Homan, 2006). If we take into account that people live in relationship with others and always 
are part of some society (or communities), we notice, albeit they share realities with other 
people, every person does it in its own way. There is no ‘one best way’ to represent reality 
and, even if there is some order out ‘there’ in the world, we can never be sure we have 
discovered it. For any situation, then, there is an indefinite number of useful, plausible 
representations, depending on the chosen level of description and modes of representation 
(Weick, 1993, (Allard-Poesi, 2005)). 
Change comes naturally when people communicate and they transfer meanings. Change 
is created by people being attentive to their relationships with others and their environment. 
By seeing individuals as elements that take their part in a system (I.e. organizations, 
companies, multinational enterprises, etc.) this ‘social connectedness’ explains the need for 
transfer of meanings when analyzing change. Individual abilities to develop oneself, to seeing 
reality from different perspectives, determine the capabilities to connect to communities and 
environments.  
2.1.6 People Making Sense  
Recall from chapter 1.1 that Weber & Manning (2001) argued that: “How organization 
members (people) acquire, organize, and make sense of changes in the environment is a key 
to understanding (organizational) change”. Sensemaking is central because it is the primary 
site where meanings materialize that inform and constrain identity and action (Weick, et al., 
2005). According to Seligman the Sensemaking perspective provides the opportunity for a 
much richer understanding of how adoption occurs and how it can be influenced (Seligman, 
2006). People recognize and make sense of problems and issues on the basis of past 
experience and what they come to believe to be true about the world. While doing this, people 
are used to hold a set of assumptions taken for granted, individual of collective, this is called a 
paradigm. It is a theory, an explanation, or model of something else. ((Covey, 2004) p.23). 
Rather like individual experience, the paradigm allows the collective experience gathered 
over years to be applied to a given situation to make sense of it, to inform a likely course of 
action and the likelihood of success of that course of action ((Johnson, 2002) p.48).  
Sensemaking is very subjective: it is identity related, may change over time 
(retrospective), and can be influenced by environmental and social conditions (Seligman, 
2006). Recent study in neurobiology using Functional Brain Imaging revealed that social 
influence modified the neuronal representation of memory (Edelson, Sharot, Dolan, & Dudai, 
2011). The results indicate that memory is highly susceptible to alteration due to social 
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influence, creating both transient and persistent errors. Our memories are often inaccurate. 
Ubiquitous sources of false recollection are social pressure and interpersonal influence. This 
phenomenon, dubbed “memory conformity”, is encountered in a variety of contexts, including 
social interactions, mass media exposure, and eyewitness testimony. In such settings an 
individual may change veridical recollections of past events to match a false account provided 
by others.  
 Moreover, plausibility indicates that personal preference is existent. In a revealing 
research study about technology adoption it is argued that next to the social influence, 
usefulness and ease of use experienced by the consumer (potential technology adopter) play a 
significant role (Vannoy & Palvia, 2010). Social Influence as constructed for this study is 
defined as the degree to which the individual perceives that important others believe he or she 
should join the group, the degree to which the individual values being a member of the group, 
the degree to which group membership is perceived important, the degree to which the 
individual believes in group authority, and the degree to which the individual believes the 
needs of the group are more important than of the individual (Vannoy & Palvia, 2010). This 
suggests that an individual decides whether to participate in a group and potentially adopt 
change, depending on identity and plausibility. 
Individuals tend to expose themselves to ideas that are in accordance with their 
interests, needs, and existing attitudes (Rogers, 1995, p.164 in Seligman 2006). Sensemaking 
activities start at the first occasion. This implies that the way how early communication takes 
place and informing people about the intended change is of vital importance. Every individual 
wants to make sense of the intended meaning, before he/she will decide to adopt or reject it. 
This is part of the social identity as the individual considers him/her self a participating 
member of a community (the environment). Making sense is something personal; it depends 
on person-related characteristics: identity, individual needs, and receptivity to social 
influence. Aiming at searching for the personal ‘drivers’ or motivators for adopting new 
meanings, change, we seek for equivalent explanations in educational science where theories 
of motivation explain learning behavior for new concepts, new theories and new mental 
frames. In Educational Science, many studies can be found about transfer and adoption. The 
issue of whether and how learning transfers to new settings has a long history in educational 
psychology (Pugh & Bergin, 2006). Learning is a social process where people listen to each 
other and ask questions. In this way, interactive sensemaking is occurring (Eerde, Hajer, 
Koole, & Prenger, 2002).  
2.2 Person-Related Issues Regarding Change Adoption 
This section, based on literature research, provides an overview of the person-related 
issues people are facing when they are exposed to change. Change recipients are those 
individuals on the receiving end of change, those that must adopt and adapt to change. The 
word recipient in itself is misleading as it implies passivity, whereas these recipients in fact 
create change (J. Balogun, and Hope Hailey, V., 2008) (p.248). People’s behavior is based on 
their interpretations of or the meaning they attach to situations. Better understanding of 
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interpretations of organizational events will lead to better understanding of behaviors and 
attitudes in organizations. An event is defined as anything in the organization that members 
interpret or attach meaning to in their attempt to make sense of the workplace, even seemingly 
trivial aspects of the organization environment (Rentsch, 1990).  
Which sources can originate change in the organizational workplace? The triggers for 
change in organizations come from at least five sources: the environment, performance, 
characteristics of top management, structure, and strategy (Huber et al 1993, in  (Weick & 
Quinn, 1999)). This is visualized in figure 4 (Triggers for Organizational Change).  
  
Figure 4: Illustration: Triggers for Organizational Change 
According to the “Barnard-Simon” theory on the equilibrium of the organization: “each 
participant will continue his participation in an organization only so long as the inducements 
offered him are as great or greater (measured in terms of his values and in terms of the 
alternatives open to him) than the contributions he is asked to make” (March and Simon, 
1958, pp. 103-104) (Mangolte, 2000). Organizations only change if the individuals within that 
organization change. If an organization wants to change the way its customers see it, it has to 
change the behavior of its people. Strategic change has to be driven down throughout the 
organization (J. Balogun, and Hope Hailey, V., 2008) (p.163). Generally, not all five sources 
can directly generate acceptance by the individual. If it is not easy to understand why the 
individual needs to change, resistance may be expected, e.g. due to: psychological reasons, 
emotional reasons, recipient perceptions, self-interest and politics, the change approach, 
cultural bias, and historical organizational factors (J. Balogun, and Hope Hailey, V., 2008) 
(p249). Clearly, it is essential to observe how individuals respond to the triggers for change. 
After extensive literature research the following personal –related issues are found regarding 
their response to the triggers for change: 
2.2.1 Performance 
Mobilization by the individuals may occur because a significant change in the 
environment has led to a decline in the organizational performance that is tangible to 
employees, such as the arrival of new competitors leading to a sharp decline in market-share, 
or a takeover or sell-off ((J. Balogun, and Hope Hailey, V., 2008) p.170). Seligman defines 
sensemaking as the cyclical process of taking action, extracting information from stimuli 
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resulting from that action, and incorporating information and stimuli from that action into the 
mental frameworks that guide further action (Seligman, 2006). As such, organizational 
performance is the only direct trigger for people to understand the need for change. 
Construction of reality itself is a continuous process, interwoven with strands of learning, 
action and reflection (Ellis & Kiely, 2000). Between the five sources that can trigger change, 
only “performance” can be comprehended by the individual to reflect on, experience change 
and to guide to further action; all other triggers are just indirect triggers for reflective actions. 
Remarkably, there is no literature found that says increased or decreased personal 
performance has an effect on change adoption. 
2.2.2 Loyalty 
The organization can only survive if the balance between the advantages and the 
contributions is such that the individuals participating in the organization choose not to leave 
it and accept to assume their organizational role fully. In the opinion of Simon (Simon, 1993), 
this amounts to a theory of motivations which assumes a specific psychological attitude 
among the members of the organization, namely “loyalty”. This attitude is considered 
independent of all considerations of either direct or indirect interest. The strength of 
“organizational loyalty” is the factor which ensures the “identification” of the individuals to 
the targets and to the culture of the organization (Mangolte, 2000). Employee loyalty is 
defined by Pina e Cunha (Pina en Cunha, 2002), as the commitment employees have to the 
success of an organisation, and the recognition that working for that organisation is their best 
option. Such connection and support is influenced by how the employee identifies with the 
combination of culture, structure and leadership within that organization (Gill, 2011).The 
(management of an) organization is the director of its members personal experiences, and 
therefore determine part of his/her (work-)life.  
2.2.3 Motivation 
In the Educational Science and Cognitive Psychology the influence of motivation and 
personality has been extensively studied ((Dweck & Leggett, 1988);(Somuncuoglu & 
Yildirim, 1999); (Pugh & Bergin, 2006); (Belenky & Nokes, 2009); (Lee, McInerney, Liem, 
& Ortiga, 2010). It is revealed that transfer and adoption behavior depends on (future) goal 
orientation and motivation. For a short summary of goal orientations see Tables 2 and 3 in 
Appendix A. Major findings in the mentioned researches, that are considered useful for our 
purpose, will be briefly summarized here: 
Dweck and Legget (1988) proposed that the goals individuals are pursuing create the 
framework within they interpret and react to events. Somuncuoglu and Yildirim (1999) 
followed Meece (1988), who found relations between goal orientations and learning 
strategies, added a new goal orientation, work avoidance. Pugh and Bergin (2006) say that 
transfer refers to whether and how students access and apply their learning in novel contexts. 
They confirm transfer is influenced by motivation: “Knowledge transfer is critical for solving 
novel problems and performing new tasks and motivation is a critical factor in human 
learning and behavior”. Motivation to transfer may arise for at least two distinct reasons. 
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Individuals may adopt goals to apply training in the work setting for utility reasons (e.g., I 
want to apply my training because I think it will help me perform my job better) or for 
intrinsic reasons (e.g., I find these ideas so interesting and exciting that I want to try them out) 
(Pugh & Bergin, 2006). Belenky and Nokes (2009) explore how motivation can influence 
what knowledge flexibly transfers to new problems. According to them; achievement goals, 
broadly stated, are the reasons why a person engages in a task.  Lee et al. (2010) discovered 
achievement goal orientations and future goals should be aligned. Their research was aimed to 
study the relationship between students’ future goals and their immediate achievement goals.  
2.2.4 Anxiety 
Organizations need to think about how to avoid ’repetitive change syndrome’. 
Symptoms of this syndrome include an overload of initiatives or a succession of change 
initiatives, which leads to an increased sense of uncertainty ((Johnson, 2002) p.92). Alter 
(2010) refers to the relationship between uncertainty and a desired amount of information 
processing. He argues for using frameworks for viewing an organization as a work system: a 
system in which people and/or machines perform work to produce products and services for 
internal and/or external customers. The work system perspective explained by Alter leads to a 
new theory of Organizational Design and Engineering that encompasses planned and 
unplanned change (Alter, 2010). 
If any part of the core cognitive structure is to change more than minor incremental 
ways, like in planned change, the system must first experience enough disequilibrium to force 
a coping process that goes beyond just reinforcing the assumptions that are already in place. 
Kurt Lewin called the creation of such disequilibrium unfreezing, or creating a motivation to 
change ((Schein, 2010) p.301) (Burnes, 2004a, 2004b; Nilakant, 2006). Schein says in order 
to develop any motivation to change three different processes must be used: first enough 
disconfirming data to cause serious discomfort and disequilibrium; second the connection of 
the disconfirming data to important goals and ideals, causing anxiety and/or guilt; and third 
enough psychological safety, in the sense of being able to see a possibility of solving the 
problem and learning something new without loss of identity or integrity. Disconfirming 
information makes members of an organization uncomfortable and anxious- a state that we 
can think of as survival anxiety in that it implies that unless we change, something bad will 
happen to the individual, the group, and/or the organization.  
Survival anxiety does not, by itself, automatically produce a motivation to change 
because members of the organization can deny the validity of the information or rationalize 
that it is irrelevant. What makes this level of denial and repression likely is the fact that the 
prospect of learning new ways of perceiving, thinking, feeling, and behaving also creates 
anxiety- what we can think of as learning anxiety, a feeling that “I cannot learn new behaviors 
or adopt new attitudes without losing a feeling of self-esteem or group membership”. 
According to Schein (2010), it is important to understand that learning anxiety can be based 
on one or more valid reasons: 
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• Fear of loss of power (different status than before) 
• Fear of temporary incompetence; naturally due to during learning process 
• Fear of punishment for incompetence: due to (temporary) lack of productivity 
• Fear of loss of personal identity (different self-image) 
• Fear of loss of group membership 
One or more of these forces lead to what we end up calling resistance to change. This is 
actually a rational response to many situations that require people to change. As long as 
learning anxiety remains high, an individual will be motivated to resist and deny validity of 
data to change. The reduction of learning anxiety is crucial and is created by psychological 
safety ((Schein, 2010) p.302). Following Lewin, Schein refers to moving the equilibrium of 
learning anxiety versus survival anxiety: organizations must focus on reducing learning 
anxiety instead of enforcing on survival anxiety (or coercive persuasion) (Nilakant, 2006; 
Schein, 2010). Unfortunately no empirical evidence is found to proof this theory. 
2.2.5 Routines 
Organization is an attempt to order the intrinsic flux of human action, to channel it 
toward certain ends, to give it a particular shape, through generalizing and institutionalizing 
particular meanings and rules (Tsoukas & Chia, 2002). The structures and “routines” of the 
organization must be considered at this point. The routines are the ways that members of an 
organization behave towards each other, and towards those outside the organization 
((Johnson, 2002) p.230). They define the situations and constitute premises for the different 
decision processes of individuals – more generally speaking the individual units of the 
organization. Dividing up very general problems into smaller sub-problems according to the 
specialization of functions, allows individuals to focus their attention on these sub-problems. 
Decisions are taken within this (limited) framework and the general and abstract targets of the 
organization are replaced by real, measurable targets which can be processed by the various 
individuals (or basic units of the organization) involved, within the framework of their 
individual cognitive limits (Mangolte, 2000).  
Yet, routines are observable and show us how people ‘really’ respond to change and 
‘organize’ their actions to it. Each member of the organization must know, at any given time, 
which routine in his repertoire to apply. He must be capable of correctly receiving and 
interpreting messages either from other members of the organization or from the surrounding 
environment. These messages can take many forms: explicit orders (either written or oral), 
hand signals, gestures, winks, bells or even the simple arrival of the product to be transformed 
(on a production line for example). In turn the receiver of the message(s) gives similar 
messages, either directly, in which case it is part of his skill, or indirectly by simply fulfilling 
his task. The capacity to interpret and react in an appropriate way to the “messages” which 
circulate through the organization constitutes an integral part of individual competence 
(Mangolte, 2000). 
An illustrating example for the adaptive behavior of humans in an organization is 
supplied by psychological research that was conducted among Postal Delivery officers 
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(PDO’s) of Australia Post. The research shows that people actually calculate their benefits; 
they adapted to new working hours schedules to gain the optimum pay off in their salaries. 
The PDO’s organized their work performance according to local rules. The implications of 
the use of local rules are that behavior in social systems may be dictated by systemic and 
emergent processes which are outside immediate management control. A further implication 
is that organizations may be structured to a significant extent by such local rules (Haslett, 
Moss, Osborne, & Ramm, 2000).  
2.2.6 Docility  
If people would not use mental models they could not function effectively; they would 
meet each situation as though they were experiencing it for the first time. There are, however 
downsides to this. The same mental models, the same experience, can lead to bias. People, 
managers included, make sense of new issues in the context of past issues; they are likely to 
address a problem in much the same way as they dealt with a previous one seen as similar. 
Moreover, they are likely to search for evidence which supports those inclinations (Johnson, 
2002). Therefore, when people use their Mental Frameworks, they should not only be capable 
of developing these frameworks, but also be capable to learn using different frameworks 
depending on the situation. Most people make sense of complex situations in more than one 
way. Taking one view can lead to a partial and perhaps biased understanding. A fuller picture, 
which might give different options or solutions, can be gained from viewing the issue in terms 
of multiple perspectives ((Johnson, 2002) p.39).  
Again, not only organizational aspects, like routines and culture, but also individual 
abilities play important roles in understanding the chances for change in human behavior. 
Personal capability is a major aspect of the capability to change and is determined by 
experience and reflective learning. The more reflective the individual is, the better they can 
expect to learn from experience ((J. Balogun, and Hope Hailey, V., 2008) p.86). All this is 
enhanced by the existence of certain permanent psychological characteristics specific to 
human beings, or at least some human beings. This is what Simon (Simon, 1991, 1993) 
describes as “docility” or “open-mindedness”. In certain contexts, “docility” can include the 
enthusiasm exhibited by an individual to obey and conform; however in more general terms it 
is the propensity of an individual to enter into a process of adaptive learning, imitating others, 
accepting social influences and the organization as it is, and to thus construct his own 
decisions. Secchi and Bardone (Secchi & Bardone, 2009) modified Simon’s definition 
because according to them Simon oversees the active approach: Docility is the tendency to 
depend on suggestions, perceptions, comments, and to gather information from other 
individuals on the one hand, and to “provide” information on the other.  
The individuals most likely to survive in social life are those who possess the highest 
levels of what is known as docility (Mangolte, 2000). This implies that any individual is 
capable of calculating his/ her advantages when he/ she is prepared to adopt to a change input. 
This, however, naturally depends on the individual’s ability for cognitive redefinition or 
restructuring of some core concepts in the assumption set (Schein, 2010) p.308).  
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2.3  Individual-Related Factors Assessing the Adoption of Change  
Having identified the main person-related issues regarding the adoption of change in the 
previous section, it is investigated whether contemporary literature concerning individual 
factors for change covers all personal elements. The product of this section is a conceptual 
framework that presents the individual factors for change, including the person-related issues 
for change.  
What is exactly needed for individuals to be prepared to undertake changes? The David 
Gleicher change formula states there are four components that need to be present for 
individuals to be prepared to undertake change. Change will occur when K x D x V > C 
(Buchanan & Boddy, 1992). Individuals need to feel that the problems and pain of change are 
outweighed by the advantages of the change (Balogun and Hope Hailey, p.172). This is 
visualized in figure 5. 
• K represents the Knowledge of first practical steps 
• D represents Dissatisfaction with the status quo  
• V represents the (desirable) Vision of the future 
• C represents the Cost (material and psychological) of movement 
 
 
Figure 5: Image of the David Gleicher Change formula  
Finalizing the content of this study, and resuming the literature research, leads to 
establishing the conceptual framework. Framing to the change kaleidoscope (Contextual 
Features for Change Design) described by Julia Balogun and Veronica Hope Hailey (J. 
Balogun, and Hope Hailey, V., 2008), the following individual-related factors can be 
distinguished: capacity, capability, and readiness. 
2.3.1 Capacity 
This is about numbers and percentage of competent and committed people, who are 
needed for creating sufficient momentum for generating change. Very recently, scientists have 
discovered that there is a Tipping Point for the Spread of Ideas (Xie et al., 2011). Their 
research indicates there is a tipping point that when just 10 percent of the population holds an 
unshakable belief, their belief will always be adopted by the majority of the society. The 
finding has implications for the study and influence of societal interactions ranging from the 
spread of innovations to the movement of political ideals.  
K + D + V
C
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Capacity also involves the amount of resources the organization can invest in the 
proposed change in terms of cash, staff and money. Abraham Maslow and Likert Sketch 
(Maslow, 1964) suggested that appropriate management techniques are those that provide 
employees with the opportunities to develop their ability (skill, competence, ability or talents) 
by participation. Through this self-development, the staff becomes more committed and 
dedicated to tasks.  
Research suggests that people have a finite capacity for change. There are limits to 
human capacity for Rational decision making: Change fits in ‘organizational’ structures, the 
rules, procedures, standard best practices, training and new routines indoctrination of the 
members (Mangolte, 2000). According to the Training Commission Advisory Group 
(Manpower Services Commission,1988) “Competence” is the ability to perform the activities 
within an occupation (Buchanan & Boddy, 1992) : a wide concept which embodies the ability 
to transfer skills and knowledge to new situations within the occupational area. Conceptions 
of competence vary and the way in which they are manifested in various countries differs 
(Guthrie, 2009). If organizational competence is a collection of individual competencies then 
the organization is bounded by the collective performance of its individuals (Boulay, 2007). 
From this standpoint, the concept of organizational competence could be connected to the 
concept of organizational performance, but no theoretical or empirical evidence is found in 
literature yet, to support this argument on the personal level. 
Based on the available information, in this study the terminology “Capacity” includes 
the person-related issues of “Routines”, and although having noticed the lack of empirical 
evidence, “Performance”.  
2.3.2 Capability  
Capability is about abilities, skills, behaviours and attitudes necessary to manage change 
‘within’ the individual. Balogun and Hope Hailey distinguish capability at two levels: the 
individual level and the organizational. Because this study concentrates on the individual 
level, capability considers the ability of individuals in an organization to manage change 
within themselves.  
At the individual level there is distinction between the personal capability and the 
managerial. Reflective learning, personal development, and experience are the major 
interventions that can improve personal and managerial capability. If an individual is capable 
to fit the change from different perspectives, the change capability increases. For this reason, 
Capability captures the person-related issue of “docility”. 
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2.3.3 Readiness 
This can be expressed in four different levels: first, the awareness of need for change; 
second, the personal commitment (motivation) to the change; third, engagement to the 
organization, this can be expressed as loyalty or on-going readiness; and fourth, receptivity, 
which represents the psychological readiness. 
Readiness describes the awareness of the need for change and motivation to deliver 
changes at the individual level. Accurate assessment of staff readiness can make a 
fundamental difference to the likelihood of success. Awareness and commitment levels will 
vary according to the role and position of employees within the organization. Interestingly, if 
staff receives excellent profits and there is high staff satisfaction, a problem occurs for senior 
staff to demonstrate the need for change at lower levels. Not surprisingly, personal 
motivational factors, i.e. self-interest play a substantial role here. Commitment covers the 
person-related issue of “motivation”. 
Engagement and receptivity appear to be very personal level and inter-related too. High 
levels of engagement have been found to be associated with a range of beneficial outcomes 
including high performance but also a higher receptivity to change. Engagement partly 
depends on organizational climate, e.g. opportunities for feedback; feeling informed about 
what is going on (in the company); and respectful treatment of employees, partly on 
managerial actions, which are not further discussed because they are considered temporary 
factors, and partly on the individuals’ cognitive, emotional and physical level. Engagement 
covers the person-related issue of “loyalty”.  
Receptivity, on the other hand, is considered to be totally dependent on the individual, 
e.g. the psychological state. People are increasingly experiencing their life and work 
situations as complex, dynamic and unpredictable. In these dynamic worlds of tension, we see 
more and more unstructured problems for which a great diversity of actors are searching for 
meaning and creating realities (Eden, 2004).This contributes to uncertainty and goes with the 
contradictions we try to find a way through. Managers can adjust their change style to deal 
with this (managing meaning). Apparently, in this study receptivity deals with survival 
anxiety, learning anxiety, and the feeling of social-connectedness. Receptivity covers the 
person-related issue of “fear”. 
All person-related issues are included in the individual-related factors. Creating person-
related or individual change requires efforts from Capacity, Capability, and Readiness. The 
Conceptual Framework Model can now be presented as below in figure 6: 
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When trying to implement a planned change program, it can be difficult to meet all 
individuals’ needs. Six person-related issues are found and three individual-related factors. 
The latter are divided to show that they cover the person related issues. Yet, it is not 
unthinkable that some of these person-related factors are more important than others, at least 
to a majority of the people in a company. Remarkably, there is no literature, found that says 
increased or decreased personal performance has an effect on change adoption: no theoretic or 
empirical evidence. Also, Kurt Lewin’s and Edgar Schein’s theory that reducing people’s 
fears helps mobilizing them to change is not undisputable due to lacking empirical evidence. 
 If you want to implement change it is important to know which motivational factors 
play the dominant role: in other words: assess these dominant factors before you (want to) 
bring change. This study attempts to assess the ranking of the dominant individual-related 
factors by using a self made survey. The survey questions are based on the literature research 
in this study (See the next chapter). Survey participants are asked based on the latest change 
program they are/have been involved to answer the main question: How do you consider the 
outcome of the change? 
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3. METHODOLOGY: DATA AND RESEARCH APPROACH 
3.1 Research Design  
Sub questions 1 and 2 of this study are explored via literature research. Sub question 3 
is addressed now. An exploring approach is applied to assess how the ‘receivers’ have reacted 
on ‘transmitters’ way of implementing change prior to this study (retrospective).  The aim of 
ranking is to discover the (dominant) individual-related factors while making sense about the 
change. Surveys are one of the most commonly used methods in social sciences to understand 
the way societies work and to test theories of behavior (Groves et al., 2009). All questions in 
the survey have been categorized according to the individual related change factors conform 
to the conceptual framework in figure 6. For the details see Appendix B “Survey Questions”. 
In the survey, yes/no, multiple choice and 7-point Likert scale types of questions are used. For 
answering most questions a 7-point Likert-type scale is used to increase reliability and 
validity. Both 5 & 7 point would provide you with accurate and reliable responses. Alwin & 
Krosnick (1991) conclude that as you add more points, a scale becomes more reliable – but 
only up to a certain point (higher than 11 is too much for most people) (Alwin & Krosnick, 
1991; Dawes, 2008).  
3.2 Research Population & Data Gathering 
The target population in this research is aimed at employees: 
• working in the Netherlands;  
• working in commercial companies; 
• not dependent on social benefits;  
• aged > 30;  
Aged between 20-30 (Vermaak, 2002)) or 21-26 ((Cummings & Worley, 2008)  p.454) 
people are generally uncertain and may be stressed about their competences and potential and 
there is a tendency for getting recognized by their social environment. Their thoughts are 
more about themselves. After this age, people are able to act more autonomously, need less 
guidance from bosses and closer ties with colleagues. Even more important: it is expected that 
people aged > 30+ were engaged at least in one or more planned change programs. 
To gather the data a web based survey has been used. Preparation of the survey took 
place from June to December 2011 (including pre-test) and then distributed from January to 
March 2012. First, employees of (randomly chosen) commercial companies in the 
Netherlands were asked whether they would co-operate actively (by forwarding surveys to 
employees), passively (allowing to send survey invitations to employees), or not co-operate at 
all. Perhaps not surprising, most companies were not willing to co-operate at all. This was a 
major time-consumer in the study: continuously seeking companies where co-operation was 
allowed. According to Schonlau, Fricker & Elliott (2002), the response rate for Web surveys 
is between 7 and 44 percent and for email surveys this is approximately between 6 and 68 
percent. The results from the pre-test: sent to 15 persons; where 9 people replied, indicated an 
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initial response rate of 60%, but 2 persons did not fit the population and with one survey 
incomplete, the useable the resulting response rate is estimated 40% in a non Tailored Design 
approach. Aiming at the initial response rate of 60%, a Tailored Design approach was chosen 
to realize higher response rates (Dillman, 2000).  
To estimate the sample size, there are 3 steps to follow:  
1. Estimate sample size 
a. Determine primary survey objective 
The survey objective is to analyze the possibility to rank the personal factors in 
importance for the adoption of change. 
b. Determine key statistic 
 The key statistics are percentage, correlation and regression. 
c. Estimate population standard deviation 
i. Pilot study 
ii. Experts 
iii. Literature /Prior surveys 
iv. Experience  
The standard deviation is calculated by this formula:     1  	 where p is the 
study proportion. According to the data from Statistics Netherlands (CBS- Het 
Centraal Bureau voor de Statistiek)3 and online information4 our respondent group 
(study proportion, p) consisting of ages 30 years to 65, is approximately 79% of the 
total registered employed (working) population in 2011. 11, 2% is employed by the 
government. And the official retirement age in The Netherlands is 65 years.  
  


 
 30  65 


 
 15  65 
5.836.000
7.392.000  0.7895 
From this result, the standard deviation can be calculated as below: 
     1  	  0.7895  1  0.7895	  0.408 
 
d. Set desired level of: 
i. Precision (difference, effect size) 
The required precision‘d’ is accepted between 0,1 and 0,2. It is set as 0.13. 
(See Table 4 in Appendix A)  
ii. Confidence (1-α) = 0.95 
iii. Power (1-β) = 0.80 
e. Estimate sample size (Using by equations, software, or tables) 
The sample size was determined by simple random sampling according to the following 
formula:  
                                                 
3
 (Source : http://statline.cbs.nl/StatWeb/publication/?DM=SLEN&PA=71958eng&D1=0,6-
11&D2=a&D3=0,4-10&D4=56&LA=EN&HDR=T&STB=G1,G2,G3&VW=T) 
4
 (Source: http://www.inoverheid.nl/artikel/artikelen/1172711/hoeveel-ambtenaren-telt-ons-land.html) 
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n  g  C  sd	
#
 
This formula is obtained by reversing t –test statistic with confidence and power. 
Where 
n   = estimated sample size  
g = number of independent groups: there is only type of group; this means ‘g’ equals 
‘1’ 
C   constant  zα/# *  z+,β	#  
 zα/#  Desired con1idence interval 4 z  value at . 05	  1.96 
  z+,6  Desired power level: z  value at . 80	  0.84 
s   = standard deviation of the study proportion  
d   = required precision of proportion 
Now, the estimated sample size (n) can be calculated:  
n  g  C  sd	
#  1  1.96 * 0.84	#  :0.4080.13 ;
#
 78 
2. Apply finite population correction 
It is necessary if (n/N > .05). In this case this proportion is 81/5.836.000 = 0.000013, so 
there is no need to apply finite population correction formula. 
3. Apply response proportion correction 
a. Predict “response proportion” of survey. 
After applying Tailored Design approach, it has been observed that the response rate 
had been highly increased, so the response rate is predicted as “60%”  
b. Increase estimated sample size by inverse of “response proportion”  
(1/proportion)  = Gross sample size  
Final sample size: 78/0.60 = 130 which means to obtain 78 responses, 130 surveys are 
to be sent. (For more final sample size examples, see Table 5 in Appendix A) 
In this study, 130 surveys have been sent. In total 87 web surveys were received; 6 were 
incomplete (item missing data), and the remaining 81 (actual sample size) were used for the 
analyses. And the actual response rate is 0.62 which is close to what has been assumed.  
3.3 Data Analyses 
Post survey adjustments like imputation or weighting are not executed. All data from 
the web surveys (www.limeservice.com) were exported to and aggregated in SPSS and tested 
conform to the Conceptual framework model (Figure 6). The only dependent variable is 
presented in Question 9: How do you consider the outcome of the change?  Reliability was 
tested via Cronbach’s -Alpha for all factors described in the Conceptual framework model. 
According to the corresponding survey questions all relationships between variables are tested 
with correlation and regression analyses per factor and then between factors in groups of 
2,3,4,5, and 6 simultaneously; in total 55 multiple regression analyses (Tables 13-18). 
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4. RESULTS  
4.1 Research Question 1 and 2 
Research question 1 searches for person-related issues regarding change we can 
distinguish and research question 2 seeks what individual-related elements are to be 
considered for the adoption of change. An extensive literature is performed in chapter 2 to 
find appropriate answers for those questions. The person-related issues placed in section 2.2 
can be listed as: Performance, loyalty, motivation, anxiety, routines, and docility. The 
individual –related elements placed in section 2.3 can be listed as: capacity, capability, and 
readiness. For clarity reasons, readiness is subdivided in engagement, receptivity, awareness, 
and personal commitment. 
4.2 Research Question 3 
Research question 3 examines the possibility to rank the personal (individual and person 
related) factors in importance for the adoption of change. For this reason, a web based survey 
has been conducted. The survey questions and results are shown in Appendix C. 81 persons 
from 38 different commercial companies in the Netherlands participated. In this section, first 
descriptive statistics are given, and then multiple choice questions are analyzed separately. 
Reliability and correlation analyses are placed before regression analyses. Finally, single, and 
multiple regression analyses gives the ranking of the personal factors. In total, 21 correlations 
and 67 (12 single and 55 multiple) regression analyses are performed. 
4.2.1 Dependant variable 
The only dependent variable is presented in Question 9: How do you consider the 
outcome of the change? In accordance to literature, the fail rate of change is in the range of 66 
and 70%. In contrast, nearly 55% of the respondents in this survey consider the outcome of 
the change successful.  
4.2.2 Descriptive Statistics 
Table 6 in Appendix A summarizes the 81 respondents’ characteristics. 85% of the 
respondents are men, and 15% of them are women.  70% of them is aged between 30 -39, the 
others are aged between 40 -60, and only 4% of them is older than 60. 75% is married or 
living with their partner, and the rest is either separated/divorced or just single.  According to 
the results, most respondents are highly educated people: 88% has a degree; Dutch 
educational level WO/HBO. Lastly, 24% of the respondents are either change manager or 
manager who had to implement the change, and the rest of them are participating employee. 
Different from most existing research that has used only one company or typically top or 
middle managers (in case of a few respondents per company), this study relies on multiple 
respondents – employees as well as managers, from many companies. 
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4.2.3 Yes/No and Comment Questions 
These types of questions are used limited in this survey. Questions 16, 27, 28, and 31 
are yes/no and comment type of questions. Although the comments in questions 27 and 31 are 
very enlightening, they are not investigated (For more detail, see Appendix C). There is no 
significance found concerning the yes/no questions.  
4.2.4 Multiple Choice Questions 
The 8th, 21st, 36th, 37th, and 38th questions in the survey are multiple choice questions, so 
they are investigated separately. The questions and their results are given in Table 7, 8, and 9 
in Appendix A.  
The 8th question seeks the reason for change. The respondents find as the main reasons 
to improve performance (64%), organizational structure (52%), and change of the strategy 
(28%). Three of the respondents give different reasons such as increasing client demands and 
changing, regulatory framework, and IT (For more detail, see Appendix C).   
The 21st question is dividing 100 points to "fit in new change" in general. The 
respondents give the rank respectively; try to see it from different perspectives as well (27%), 
use my own instinct (22%), based on prior personal experience (20%), fit in the right context 
(18), every change is different (10), and other reasons (3%). 
The 36th question pictures which tools are used for communication. The top 3 tools are 
selected as top management speeches (77%), intranet (67%), and company magazines, and 
bulletins (51%).  Trainings, flyers/brochures, and internet are the other tools which used less. 
14 people respond other tools such as email, workshops, management presentations, or 
meetings with management (For more detail, see Appendix C). 
The 37th and 38th questions are to rank the motivational factors for change. The 
respondents find autonomy (49%) in other words more freedom in the work the most 
motivational factor for the change. Then recognition by others is the second factor with 43%. 
Respectively, money (31%), status (35%), and power (42%) are the other factors for 37th 
question. 
The 38th question is to rank the main personal perspectives. 52% of the respondents 
places that “family focused” at the first place. 27% put “family-focused” at the second place. 
With 75% of the respondents are married or living with their partners, this is an expected 
result. In the first rank, career is the second choice, so the career can be assumed as the second 
rank. Wealth-focused (30%), society-focused (33%), and fame-focused (75%) are the third, 
fourth, and last choices of the respondents.   
4.2.5 Reliability and Correlation Analyses 
The reliability of the survey design is verified by Cronbach’s Alpha. Nunnally (1978) 
offered a rule of thumb of 0.7 (Nunnally, 1978). The result of Cronbach’s Alpha on this 
survey is 0.874 which indicates “good”. Cronbach's Alpha is higher than 0.7 for all categories 
(range: 0.704 -0.845) except for readiness specifically engagement scale (alpha = 0.398), and 
for readiness specifically personal commitment scale (alpha = 0.05 ~0) (See Table 10 in 
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Appendix A). The reason for the low Cronbach’s Alpha value for the personal commitment 
scale is that  there are only two questions in this categories and those two questions have zero 
correlation between each other. 
The significant correlation results are presented in Tables 11 and 12 in Appendix A. All 
questions are investigated for correlation, and the average correlations for each individual-
related constructs are calculated in column 3rd and 5th.  The average correlation results range 
between 0.24- 0.62. The highest correlation is between the awareness’ questions (0.62). The 
lowest correlations are between receptivity and personal commitment (0.24) and between 
awareness and personal commitment (0.24). The personal commitment’s questions have no 
correlation between each other.  
4.2.6 Regression Analyses 
Regression analyses are run simultaneously per factor with and without descriptive 
statistics and then between factors in groups of 2,3,4,5, and 6 without descriptive statistics. 
The results are given in Table 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, and 18 in Appendix A respectively. The 
tables include factor names, question numbers (Represented with letter “Q”), and t-values and 
p- values for each question. The tables show the p-values for smaller than 0.01 (99% 
confidence level), between 0.01 and smaller than 0.05 (95% confidence level), and p-values 
between 0.05 and smaller than 0.1 (90% confidence level).      
Table 12 shows the regression results for all categories both with and without 
descriptive statistic. Only ‘age’ is negatively significant with receptivity at the 5% level and 
with awareness at the 10% level. This indicates that when age rises people perceive lesser 
necessity to change. Other descriptive statistics do not affect the regression results. 
To obtain the ranking of the individual-related factors, through Tables 13-18 (Appendix 
A) a so-called knock-out competition is performed in 55 separately performed multiple 
regressions. Counting the significant occurrences is not enough; questions may appear 
significant with the same frequency but not with the same significance level. Therefore two 
consecutive are methods applied: the number of significant occurrences is counted first and 
then according to a weighting the final ranking is obtained. This is demonstrated now twice: 
i. Counting and weighting of the frequency of the significant occurrences of every 
individual survey question. Figure 8 and 9 refer to data in Table 19 (Appendix A). 
Questions 12, 15-19, 24-28, and 33 do not produce significant results. To state that 
these questions can be eliminated is short-sighted and wrong reasoning given the 
correlations of these questions with the other. Questions 11 and 32 appear significant 
with the same frequency, but not with the same significance level. With weighting the 
following ranking is obtained: from High to Low; Question 11, 10, 32, 30, 13, 34, 23, 
6, 14/22/29, 20, 35. Notice the highest score concerning personal performance Q11. 
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Figure 8: Significant Occurrences of the Questions in 55 multiple regressions
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Figure 10: Significant Occurrences 
Figure 11: Significance Ranking 
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possible to assess the critical individual and person related factors that influence change by 
measuring their significance (tables 18 and 19)
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5. CONCLUSION, DISCUSSION & FUTURE RESEARCH 
DIRECTIONS 
5.1 Conclusion 
Often change projects fail due to various reasons. This urges for new perspectives on the 
subject. Latest literature indicates a new credo: transfer of meanings. The aim in this study is 
to investigate the relevant individual related factors, and from the adopters’ point of view 
discover what people perceive with successful change.  
If change managers or corporate managers know what the dominant factors are they may 
want to invest their scarce resources at the most critical factors in the first place. Not ignoring 
the less significant individual-related factors, (change) managers and consultants may put 
more efforts to the benefit of the more significant factors. This study is of great value for 
change agents and for corporate managers because it reveals that it is possible to rank in 
person- and individual related factors that affect the success rate for change.  If companies 
want to implement change and they have limited resources, as they usually do, they should 
primarily put their efforts in influencing the individual-related factors that are most 
significant.  
The personal issues that can prosper or relinquish change adoption are studied, according 
to contemporary literature. Then, by extensive literature research it is investigated which 
individual-related elements play the critical roles in the adoption of change. Thereto, based on 
contemporary literature it is first explored whether the individual related factors capture the 
person-related elements. The outcome is positive, but with two major remarks. First, there is 
no theory found in literature indicating that personal performance influences change. In fact, I 
argue for this is a matter of interest, and the survey results provide empirical evidence that 
personal performance is directly linked with successful change (Q11). Second, there is no 
undisputable empirical evidence found in literature that anxiety influences change. Again, the 
survey results provide empirical evidence that not being afraid for negative consequences 
(Q32) is directly linked with successful change. 
Returning to the third research question:  “Is it possible to rank the individual related 
factors (incl. person-related issues)?”. To answer this question a web survey has been released 
to 130 persons, aged 30 and above, and working in commercial companies in the Netherlands. 
81 persons from 38 different companies completed the surveys. Furthermore the survey 
results show that it is difficult to rank person-related factors in importance given that all 
factors are correlated to one and other. Though, a ranking in significance of the individual-
related factors for change is a true product of this study. It is firmly believed that some factors 
are more critical than other. 
The survey reflects people’s thoughts about change. Receptivity and awareness featuring 
readiness, and capacity are the most significant indicators for successful change in this study. 
The results indicate that personal or individual performance as an element of capacity is 
directly related to successful change, and not being anxious for punishment prospers change 
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as well. The latter finding supports the theories of Kurt Lewin and Edgar Schein: reducing 
fears to ease mobilization for change.  
5.2 Discussion 
Research questions 1 and 2 are answered through literature research. Six person-related 
factors and three factors at the individual level are found. It was discovered that according to 
literature the individual-related factors cover the person related. This gives a much richer 
understanding of the personal issues and factors that influence successful change. Hence, in 
the line of the third research question, it is explored whether it is possible to rank these factors 
in importance for successful change. Because all factors are correlated it is difficult to rank 
them in importance. This would imply that some factors are more important than other; this is 
truly not the case. However, it is discovered that it is possible to rank the person- and 
individual-related factors in significance. This finding is a primary and aimed contribution of 
this study.  
There is no literature found that says increased or decreased personal performance has 
an effect on experiencing change to be successful: no theoretic or empirical evidence. A major 
finding however, is the high significance of personal performance (Q11) with successful 
change. This finding is the most important additional contribution of this study for the 
literature. The presence of sufficient committed colleagues (Q13) and sufficient competent 
colleagues (Q14) also increases success of change. 
If people personally perceive the change as really necessary (Q10), this awareness is 
expected to enable change. Interestingly, people’s awareness for the change is primarily 
increased by communication about the change plan (Q34) and to lesser degree by 
communication about the need for change (Q35). 
Another relevant contribution is that the results (Q32, Q33) provide solid support to 
Kurt Lewin’s en Edgar Schein’s theory; that reducing fears can more effectively bring 
change; this theory was lacking empirical evidence. The subjects in these questions affect 
receptivity. Another major significant subject to benefit receptivity is the change style (Q29); 
the way that managers try to bring the change.  
Although low reliability rates are found for receptivity (Q29, Q30, Q32, Q33), and 
personal commitment (Q6, Q22), both featuring readiness, they are all significant in this 
research. Furthermore, it is expected that motivation, featuring personal commitment, has an 
impact on change, but because these questions (Q37 and Q38) are multiple choice type, they 
are not counted in the regression analyses. Along with the fact that 55% of the respondents 
consider the outcome of the change successful, this urges for a larger sample size. 
Empirical research on organizational values and transfer of meanings on the individual 
level is, to some degree, at an exploratory stage. This empirical study differs from most 
existing research in that it involves multiple respondents –employees as well as managers and 
change advisors – from different hierarchical levels of many companies. In this way, this 
study differs from previous empirical examinations that have used only one company, or 
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typically top and middle managers (in case of few respondents per company or company 
department). 
5.3 Future Research Directions 
Although I also argue for the suitability of perceptual data for studies of individual human 
behavior, perceptions, after all, can be wrong. In the future it would be useful to combine 
perceptual data with more objective indicators in order to develop more elaborate measures. 
These can be developed when scientists work closely together during many change 
implementation programs. 
A second recommendation for future research concerns the sample size: achieving a 
higher sample size should lead to improved validity and reliability. 
A third recommendation applies on the field of distinct populations: e.g. occupational 
(lawyers, doctors, engineers, teachers, etc.); public, government, semi-government; and in 
geographical region (different counties), due to potential cultural differences. 
A fourth recommendation is for corporate managers and change consultants, and is 
concerning specific business orientation: repeat the survey in another business field or 
geographical region. This is especially important in case of mergers and acquisitions. 
A fifth recommendation, again for corporate managers and change consultants, applies to 
the distinction between legally defined entities (enterprise level) or the physical locations 
(establishment level). For example, this could be helpful when change has to be implemented 
on pilot sites first, and/or to provide pockets of good practice. 
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APPENDIX A: TABLES 
Table 2: Goal Orientations in Learning 
Orientation Performance Goals Mastery Goals Work Avoidance 
 Dweck & Legget (& 
Elliot) 1988 
Individuals are  
concerned with gaining 
favorable judgments of 
their competence 
Learning goals: 
individuals are concerned 
with increasing their 
competence 
 
Somuncuoglu & Yildirim 
(& Meece et al. 1988) 
(1999) 
Ego-social: emphasizes 
achieving high grades 
and outperforming others 
to gain social approval 
and enhance one’s ego 
Achievement is 
represented as mastery 
and understanding with 
an emphasis on self-
development 
Failure is avoided even 
without hard work, so 
achievement is 
represented as 
completing a task with 
little effort as possible 
Pugh  & Bergin (2006) Performance / ego-
involved 
Mastery / learning / task-
involved 
 
Belenky & Nokes (2009) Deal with evaluation of 
ability 
Deal with one’s skill in 
and understanding of a 
topic 
 
Lee et al. (2010) Performance Mastery  
Table 3: Background for Goal Orientations in Learning 
Dweck and 
Legget (1988): 
According to them the performance goal focuses the individual on judgment ability and 
can set in motion cognitive an affective processes that render that individual vulnerable to 
maladaptive behavior patterns, whereas the learning goal creates a focus on increasing 
ability and sets in motion cognitive and affective processes that promote adaptive 
challenge seeking, persistence, and sustained performance in the face of difficulty.  
Somuncuoglu and 
Yildirim (1999) 
followed Meece 
(1988) 
Theories of motivation, specifically achievement motivation, attempt to explain factors 
mediating students’ autonomous learning behavior in the quest for an understanding of 
background reasons for human endeavor and behavior. Motivation is defined as a driving 
force for students’ learning goals, the activities they choose to engage in to reach those 
goals, and the intensity with which they engage in the activities.  
Pugh and Bergin 
(2006) 
They say that transfer refers to whether and how students access and apply their learning 
in novel contexts. They confirm transfer is influenced by motivation: “Knowledge transfer 
is critical for solving novel problems and performing new tasks and motivation is a critical 
factor in human learning and behavior”. Motivation to transfer may arise for at least two 
distinct reasons. Individuals may adopt goals to apply training in the work setting for 
utility reasons (e.g., I want to apply my training because I think it will help me perform my 
job better) or for intrinsic reasons (e.g., I find these ideas so interesting and exciting that I 
want to try them out) (Pugh & Bergin, 2006). 
Belenky and 
Nokes (2009) 
They found that “those high in performance-approach” who completed tell-and practice 
activities (simple instructions) did better on simple measures of procedural skill, and 
“those high in mastery approach” performed better on transfer.  
Lee et al. (2010) They summarized as follows: Structuring equation modeling showed intrinsic Future goals 
(career-, society-, and family-oriented) were more strongly related to mastery-approach 
goal orientation than to performance-approach goal orientation and extrinsic future goals 
(fame- and wealth-oriented) were more strongly related to performance-approach goal 
orientation than to mastery-approach goal orientation. The findings suggest that, to 
enhance motivation, teachers should encourage students to adopt intrinsic achievement 
goal orientation and future goals (Lee, et al., 2010). 
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Table 4: Different Sample Sizes According to Standard Deviation and Different Precision Levels 
Standard 
deviation 
(s) 
 
Precision (d) 
0,1 0,125 0,13 0,15 0,175 0,2 
0,408 131 84 78 59 43 33 
Table 5: Finite Sample Size with Different Response Rates 
Required “n” Finite “n” With Response  Rates 
 
0,55 0,6 0,65 0,7 
131 237 218 201 186 
84 152 139 128 119 
78 140 129 119 110 
58 105 97 89 83 
43 77 71 66 61 
33 59 54 50 47 
Table 6: Descriptive Statistics 
Item Options Count Percentage 
Gender Female Male 
12 
69 
14.81% 
85.19% 
Age 
30-39 
40-49 
50-59 
60 or older 
57 
14 
7 
3 
70.37% 
17.28% 
8.64% 
3.70% 
Marital/ 
relationship 
state 
Married 
Partnership 
Widowed 
Separated / Divorced 
Single 
34 
27 
0 
4 
16 
41.98% 
33.33% 
0.00% 
4.94% 
19.75% 
Education 
Level 
General secondary education 
(Dutch: lbo/ mavo/havo) 
Grammar school 
(Dutch: lyceum/ athenaeum / gymnasium) 
Mid level vocational education 
(Dutch: MBO) 
High level vocational education (Dutch: 
HBO) 
University level (Dutch: WO) 
2 
 
1 
 
7 
 
40 
31 
2.47% 
 
1.23% 
 
8.64% 
 
49.38% 
38.27% 
Role 
Change manager / advisor  
Manager (who had to implement)  
Participating employee (adopter)  
10 
10 
61 
12.35% 
12.35% 
75.31% 
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Table 7: Multiple Choice Questions and Results (-1) 
Question Multiple Choices Count Percentage Details for Option 
‘Other’ 
8-Do you remember the 
reason for change? 
 
To improve performance  
 
Change of Strategy  
 
Organizational Structure  
 
Environmental (e.g. legal)  
 
Changed (characteristics) of 
Top management  
 
Other 
52 
 
23 
 
42 
 
4 
 
4 
 
3 
64.20 
 
28.40 
 
51.85 
 
4.94 
 
4.94 
 
3.70 
increasing client 
demands and 
changing  
 
regulatory framework 
reduction of 
government 
funding/projects 
IT 
21-How do you try to "fit in 
new change" in general? 
Divide 100points 
 
Try to see it form different 
perspectives as well 
 
Use my own instinct 
 
Based on prior personal 
experience 
 
Fit in the right context 
 
every change is different 
 
other 
2221 (Sum) 
 
 
1751 (Sum) 
 
1635 (Sum) 
 
 
1426 (Sum) 
 
793 (Sum) 
 
274 (Sum) 
 
27.42 
 
 
21.62 
 
20.19 
 
 
17.60 
 
9.79 
 
3.38 
 
 
29- In your opinion, were 
these efforts, if applied, 
restricting (R) or 
stimulating (S) change?    
 
TOP management participating 
initiatives/ sessions with Top or 
leading managers 
 
External/internal change teams 
 
Feedback system between 
(change) management and 
employees 
 
Overlapping/simeoultaneous 
change programs, too short after 
another program 
 
Punishment /stimulating 
activities 
R(27) S(54) 
 
 
 
R(27) S(54) 
 
R(18) S(63) 
 
 
 
R(58) S(23) 
 
 
 
R(55) S(26) 
R(33.3) S(66.7) 
 
 
 
R(33.3) S(66.7) 
 
R(22.2) S(77.8) 
 
 
 
R(71.6) S(28.4) 
 
 
 
R(67.9) S(32.1) 
 
36-What tools for 
communication were used? 
Flyers/ brochures at the 
lunchroom/cafeteria  
 
Internet  
 
Company magazine, bulletins  
 
Intranet  
 
Top management speeches  
 
Training(s)  
 
Other  
18 
 
 
17 
 
41 
 
54 
 
62 
 
27 
 
14 
 
22.22 
 
 
20.99 
 
50.62 
 
66.67 
 
76.54 
 
33.33 
 
17.28 
 
e-mail 
one or one meetings 
with management 
Management 
Presentation 
Meetings 
departmental 
meetings, change 
committee meetings 
regular dept meetings 
Workshops and 
information sessions 
workshops 
change manager 
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Table 8: Multiple Choice Questions and Results (-2) 
Question 37-To answer this question thinks of: if the change brings me…, than I am motivated to do things differently.   Example, 
if I get paid more, I will do (money is the first preferred motivation and therefore the highest in ranking) 
 
Ranking 
Recognition 
(By others) 
 
Autonomy 
(More freedom in 
your work) 
Money 
 
Power 
 
Status 
 
Count % Count % Count % Count % Count % 
1 23 28.40 40 49.38 14 17.28 1 1.23 3 3.70 
2 35 43.21 16 19.75 18 22.22 5 6.17 7 8.64 
3 14 17.28 13 16.05 25 30.86 15 18.52 14 17.28 
4 7 8.64 8 9.88 12 14.81 26 32.10 28 34.57 
5 2 2.47 4 4.94 12 14.81 34 41.98 29 35.80 
 
Table 9: Multiple Choice Questions and Results (-3) 
Question 38 -What are your main personal perspectives? 
Ranking Fame-focused Wealth focused Career focused Society-focused Family focused 
Count % Count % Count % Count % Count % 
1 2 2.47 7 8.64 22 27.16 8 9.88 42 51.85 
2 2 2.47 18 22.22 19 23.46 20 24.69 22 27.16 
3 6 7.41 24 29.63 20 24.69 20 24.69 11 13.58 
4 10 12.35 24 29.63 18 22.22 27 33.33 2 2.47 
5 61 75.31 8 9.88 2 2.47 6 7.41 4 4.94 
 
Table 10: Cronbach’s Alpha Results 
 
Capacity Capability Readiness / Engagement 
Readiness/ 
Receptivity 
Readiness / 
Awareness 
Readiness / Personal 
Commitment 
Cronbach’s 
Alpha’s 0.726 0.704 0.742 0.398 0.845 0.055  
 
Ortwin Lindelauf – Implementation and Change Management 
 
46 
 
Table 11: Correlations (1) 
 Capacity  (Q11, Q12, Q13, Q14, Q15) Average Capability  (Q16,Q17, Q18, Q19, Q20)  Average 
Capacity 
(Q11, Q12, Q13, Q14, 
Q15) 
 
Q11  Q12(0.509), Q13(0.460), Q14 (0.269), Q15(0.325) 
Q12  Q13(0.372), Q14(0.167), Q15(0.210) 
Q13  Q14(0.620), Q15(0.357) 
Q14  Q15(0.312)   
0.36 -  
Capability 
(Q16,Q17, Q18, Q19, Q20) 
Q11  Q18(0.236), Q19(0.246), Q20 (0.375) 
Q12  Q19(0.237), Q20(0.287) 
Q13  Q17(0.241), Q19(0.239), Q20(0.381) 
Q14  Q18(0.227), Q19(0.331), Q20(0.233) 
Q15  Q18(0.247), Q19(0.320) 
0.28 Q16  Q17(0.481), Q18(0.326), Q19(0.288) 
Q17  Q18(0.714), Q19(0.682) 
Q18  Q19(0.751) 
0.54 
Readiness / Engagement  
(Q23, Q24, Q25, Q26, 
Q27, Q28)  
Q11  Q23(0.239), Q24(0.285), Q25(0.316), Q26(0.370), 
Q27(0.362), Q28(0.307) 
Q12  Q23(0.289), Q25(0.389), Q26(0.397), Q27(0.338), 
Q28(0.310) 
Q13  Q23(0.453), Q24(0.338), Q25(0.503), Q26(0.480), 
Q27(0.267) 
Q14  Q23(0.419), Q25(0.382), Q26(0.350) 
Q15  Q23(0.270), Q25(0.268) 
0.35 Q16  Q24(0.259), Q25(0.268) 
Q17  Q24(0.430), Q25(0.508), Q26(0.279), Q27(0.327) 
Q18  Q23(0.250), Q24(0.401), Q25(0.525), Q26(0,341)  
Q19  Q23(0.237), Q24(0.360), Q25(0.589), Q26(0.345), 
Q27(0.304) 
Q20  Q23(0.396), Q26(0.326), 27(0.224), Q28(0.227) 
 
0.35 
Readiness/ Receptivity 
 (Q29, Q30, Q32, Q33)  
Q11  Q29-3(0.327), Q30(0.609) 
Q12  Q29-2(0.228), Q30(0.267) 
Q13  Q30(0.274)  
Q14  NON 
Q15  Q30(0.265) 
0.33 Q16 Q29-1(-0.265) 
Q17 NON 
Q18  Q29-3(0.231) 
Q19  Q29-3(0.286) 
Q20  Q29-1(0.265), Q33(-0.219) 
 
0.25 
Readiness / Awareness  
(Q10, Q34, Q35)  
Q11  Q10(0.617), Q34(0.525), Q35(0.534) 
Q12  Q10(0.397), Q34(0.426), Q35(0.451) 
Q13  Q10(0.507), Q34(0.401), Q35(0.410) 
Q14  Q34(0.291) 
Q15  Q10(0.352), Q34(0.311), Q35(0.253) 
0.42 Q16  NON 
Q17  Q10(0.267), Q34(0.224) 
Q18  Q10(0.350), Q34(0.266) 
Q19  Q10(0.303), Q34(0.300), Q35(0.244) 
Q20  Q10(0.373), Q34(0.455) , Q35(0.462) 
0.32 
Readiness / Personal 
Commitment  
(Q6, Q22)  
Q11  NON 
Q12  Q22(0.311) 
Q13  Q22(0.313)  
Q14  NON 
Q15  Q6(0.259) 
0.29 Q16  NON 
Q17  Q6(0.273) 
Q18  Q6(0.267) 
Q19  Q6(0.232) 
Q20  Q22(0.437) 
0.30 
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Table 12: Correlations (2) 
 Readiness / Engagement (Q23, Q24, Q25, Q26, 
Q27, Q28) 
Average Readiness/ Receptivity  (Q29, Q30, Q32, Q33) Average 
Readiness / 
Engagement  
(Q23, Q24, Q25, 
Q26, Q27, Q28)  
Q23  Q24(0.364), Q25(0.383), Q26(0.371) 
Q24  Q25(0.531), Q26(0.426) 
Q25  Q26(0.642), Q27(0.440), Q28(0.307) 
Q26  Q27(0.405), Q28(0.278) 
Q27  Q28(0.477) 
0.42 - 
 
 
Readiness/ 
Receptivity 
 (Q29, Q30, Q32, 
Q33)  
Q23  NON 
Q24  NON 
Q25  Q29-3(0.312), Q30(0.298) 
Q26  Q29-3(0.306), Q30(0.266) 
Q27  Q29-3(0.357), Q30(0.351) 
Q28  Q30(0.258) 
 
0.31 Q29-1  Q29-2(0.222) 
Q29-2  NON 
Q29-3  Q30(0.343), Q32(0.285) 
Q29-4  Q29-5(0.271) 
Q29-5  Q29-4(0.271) 
Q30  NON 
Q32  Q33(0.457) 
Q33  Q32(0.457) 
0.33 
Readiness / 
Awareness  
(Q10, Q34, Q35)  
Q23  Q34(0.318), Q35(0.244) 
Q24  Q10(0.346), Q34(0.236), Q35(0.286) 
Q25  Q10(0.434), Q34(0.346), Q35(0.344) 
Q26  Q10(0.475), Q34(0.484), Q35(0.543) 
Q27  Q10(0.365), Q34(0.228), Q35(0.294) 
Q28  Q10(0.345), Q35(0.314) 
0.35 Q29-1  Q10(0.290), Q34(0.248) 
Q29-2  NON 
Q29-3  Q10(0.373), Q34(0.224), Q35(0.334) 
Q29-4  NON 
Q29-5  NON 
Q30  Q10(0.713), Q34(0.372), Q35(0.421) 
Q32  NON 
Q33  NON 
0.37 
Readiness / Personal 
Commitment  
(Q6, Q22)  
Q23  Q6(0.257), Q22(0.504) 
Q24  Q22(0.275) 
Q25  Q6(0.309) 
Q26  NON 
Q27  Q6(0.259) 
Q28  NON 
0.32 Q29-1  Q22(0.242) 
Q29-2  Q22(0.242) 
Q29-3  NON 
Q29-4  NON 
Q29-5  Q6(-0.230) 
Q30  NON 
Q32  NON 
Q33  Q22(-0.246) 
0.24 
 Readiness / Awareness (Q10, Q34, Q35)  Readiness / Personal Commitment (Q6, Q22)  
Readiness / 
Awareness  
(Q10, Q34, Q35)  
Q10  Q34(0.572), Q35(0.630) 
Q34  Q35(0.740) 
0.62 - 
 
 
Readiness / Personal 
Commitment  
(Q6, Q22)  
Q10  Q22(0.226) 
Q34  Q22(0.252) 
Q35  NON 
0.24 Q6 NON 
Q22 NON 
0 
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Table 13: Regressions -1: Single Comparisons 
Category With Descriptive Statistics Without  Descriptive Statistics REMARKS 
t p t p 
Capacity 
(Q11, Q12, Q13, Q14, Q15) 
5.998 (Q11) 
3.072 (Q13) 
0.000 
0.003 
6.299 (Q11) 
3.044 (Q13) 
0.000 
0.003 
 
Capability 
(Q16,Q17, Q18, Q19, Q20)  
3.295 (Q20) 0.002 4.019 (Q20) 0.000  
Readiness / Engagement  
(Q23, Q24, Q25, Q26, Q27, Q28) 
-1.695 (Q3) 
2.010 (Q23) 
0.095 
0.048 
2.037 (Q23) 0.045  
Readiness/ Receptivity 
 (Q30, Q32, Q33)  
6.465 (Q30) 
-2.731 (Q32) 
 
0.000 
0.008 
6.932 (Q30) 
-2.558 (Q32) 
 
0.000 
0.013 
Lewin and 
schein’theori
es  are  
verified 
Q29 (Receptivity) -1.994 (Q3) 
2.570 (Q29-1) 
2.465 (Q29-3) 
0.050 
0.012 
0.016 
2.369 (Q29-1) 
2.782 (Q29-3) 
0.020 
0.007 
 
Readiness / Awareness  
(Q10, Q34, Q35)  
-1.802 (Q3) 
  6.637 (Q10) 
  2.906 (Q34) 
0.076 
0.000 
0.005 
6.769 (Q10) 
2.850 (Q34) 
0.000 
0.006 
 
Readiness / Personal 
Commitment ; Self interest 
(Q6, Q22)  
2.985 (Q6) 
 1.899 (Q22) 
 
0.004 
0.062 
2.520 (Q6) 
 3.039 (Q22) 
 
0.014 
0.003 
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Table 14: Regressions -2: Double Comparisons 
 
Capacity 
(Q11, Q12, Q13, 
Q14, Q15) 
Capability 
(Q16,Q17, Q18, 
Q19, Q20)  
Readiness / 
Engagement  
(Q23, Q24, Q25, 
Q26, Q27, Q28) 
Readiness/ Receptivity 
 (Q29, Q30, Q32, Q33)  
Readiness / Awareness  
(Q10, Q34, Q35)  
Readiness / Personal 
Commitment  
(Q6, Q22)  
Capacity 
(Q11, Q12, Q13, 
Q14, Q15) 
 
- 
5.907 (Q11) 0.000 
2.895 (Q13) 0.005 
 
 
  5.901 (Q11) 0.000 
  2.275 (Q13) 0.026 
-1.799 (Q14) 0.080 
 
4.068 (Q11) 0.000 
2.727 (Q13) 0.008 
 
2.415 (Q30) 0.018 
-2.496 (Q32) 0.015 
4.429 (Q11) 0.000 
2.063 (Q13) 0.043 
 
4.158 (Q10) 0.000 
2.297 (Q34) 0.025 
-2.150 (Q35) 0.035 
6.201 (Q11) 0.000 
2.788 (Q13) 0.007 
 
1.699 (Q6) 0.094 
1.875 (Q22) 0.065 
Capability 
(Q16,Q17, Q18, 
Q19, Q20) 
 - 
2.238 (Q20) 0.028 
 
2.234 (Q20) 0.029 
 
5.107 (Q30) 0.000 
-2.635 (Q32) 0.010 
5.978 (Q10) 0.000 
2.396 (Q34) 0.019 
 
2.719 (Q20) 0.008 
 
 
Readiness / 
Engagement  
(Q23, Q24, Q25, 
Q26, Q27, Q28)  
  - 
3.392 (Q23) 0.001 
 
2.160 (Q29-3) 0.034 
5.885 (Q30) 0.000 
-2.602 (Q32) 0.011 
2.218 (Q23) 0.030 
 
5.978 (Q10) 0.000 
2.435 (Q34) 0.017 
1.702 (Q22) 0.093 
 
 
Readiness/ 
Receptivity 
 (Q29, Q30, Q32, 
Q33)  
   - 
-2.840 (Q32) 0.006 
 
3.293 (Q10) 0.002 
2.454 (Q34) 0.017 
 
 
2.723 (Q29-3) 0.008 
5.893 (Q30) 0.000 
-3.239 (Q32) 0.002 
 
2.318 (Q6) 0.023 
3.183 (Q22) 0.002 
Readiness / 
Awareness  
(Q10, Q34, Q35)  
    - 
6.750 (Q10) 0.000 
2.412 (Q34) 0.018 
 
2.248 (Q6) 0.028 
1.912 (Q22) 0.060 
Readiness / 
Personal 
Commitment  
(Q6, Q22)  
     - 
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Tabel 15: Regressions -3: Triple Comparisons 
 Category t, and p values REMARKS # Category t, and p values REMARKS 
1 Capacity 
Capability 
Engagement  
5.685 (Q11) 0.000 
2.475 (Q13) 0.016 
-1.863 (Q14) 0.067 
Capacity  11 Capability 
Engagement  
Receptivity 
 
2.951 (Q23) 0.004 
 
1.929 (Q29-3) 0.058 
5.483 (Q30) 0.000 
-2.454 (Q32) 0.017 
Engagement 
 
Receptivity 
 
 
2 Capacity,  
 
Capability,   
Receptivity 
  
4.139 (Q11) 0.000 
2.668 (Q13) 0.010 
 
2.120 (Q30) 0.038 
-2.439 (Q32) 0.018 
Capacity 
 
 
Receptivity 
 
12 Capability 
Engagement  
Awareness  
1.802(Q23) 0.076 
 
5.538 (Q10) 0.000 
2.142 (Q34) 0.036 
Engagement 
 
Awareness 
 
3 Capacity 
Capability 
Awareness  
 
4.285 (Q11) 0.000 
1.830 (Q13)  0.072 
 
3.521 (Q10) 0.001 
1.854 (Q34) 0.068 
-1.880 (Q35) 0.064 
Capacity 
 
 
Awareness 
13 Capability 
Engagement  
Personal 
Commitment  
1.754 (Q20) 0.084 Capability 
4 Capacity 
Capability 
Personal 
Commitment  
5.907 (Q11) 0.000 
2.785 (Q13) 0.007 
-1.771 (Q14) 0.081 
Capacity 14 Capability 
Receptivity 
Awareness  
 
-2.434 (Q32) 0.018 
 
2.904 (Q10) 0.005 
2.116 (Q34) 0.038 
Receptivity 
 
Awareness 
 
5 Capacity  
Engagement  
Receptivity 
  
3.737 (Q11) 0.000 
2.002 (Q13) 0.050 
-1.982 (Q14) 0.052 
 
2.495 (Q23) 0.015 
 
2.897 (Q30) 0.005 
-2.507 (Q32) 0.015 
Capacity 
 
 
 
Engagement 
 
Receptivity 
15 Capability 
Receptivity 
Personal 
Commitment  
 
1.960 (Q29-3) 0.054 
5.390 (Q30) 0.000 
-2.827 (Q32) 0.006 
 
2.445 (Q22) 0.017 
Receptivity 
 
 
 
P.commitment 
6 Capacity  
Engagement  
Awareness  
 
4.399 (Q11) 0.000 
 
1.931 (Q23) 0.058 
 
4.019 (Q10) 0.000 
2.024 (Q34) 0.047 
-1.998 (Q35) 0.050 
Awareness 
Capacity 
Engagement 
 
16 Capability 
Awareness  
Personal 
Commitment  
 
6.087 (Q10) 0.000 
2.303 (Q34) 0.024 
 
1.802 (Q6) 0.076  
 
Awareness 
 
P.commitment 
7 Capacity  
Engagement  
Personal 
Commitment  
 
5.896 (Q11) 0.000 
2.182 (Q13) 0.033 
- 1.822 (Q14) 0.073 
 
1.702 (Q22) 0.093* 
 
Capacity 
 
 
 
P.commitment 
17 Engagement  
Receptivity 
Awareness  
 
2.593 (Q23) 0.012 
 
2.082 (Q30) 0.041 
-2.400 (Q32) 0.019 
 
2.430 (Q10) 0.018 
2.059 (Q34) 0.044 
Engagement 
 
Receptivity 
 
 
Awareness 
 
8 Capacity  
Receptivity 
 
Awareness  
 
 
3.934 (Q11) 0.000 
1.685 (Q13) 0.097* 
 
-2.248 (Q32) 0.028 
 
2.623 (Q10) 0.011 
1.958 (Q34) 0.055* 
Capacity 
 
 
Receptivity 
 
Awareness 
18 Engagement  
Receptivity 
 Personal 
Commitment  
 
2.286 (Q23) 0.026 
 
2.340 (Q29-3) 0.022 
5.836 (Q30) 0.000 
-2.781 (Q32) 0.007 
Engagement 
 
Receptivity 
 
9 Capacity  
Receptivity 
 Personal 
Commitment  
 
3.869 (Q11) 0.000 
2.315 (Q13) 0.024 
 
2.668 (Q30) 0.010 
-2.665 (Q32) 0.010 
 
1.891 (Q6) 0.063 
1.753 (Q22) 0.084 
Capacity 
 
 
Receptivity 
 
 
P.commitment 
19 Engagement  
Awareness  
Personal 
Commitment 
6.005 (Q10) 0.000 
2.146 (Q34) 0.035 
 
Awareness 
 
10 
Capacity  
 
Awareness  
Personal 
Commitment  
 
4.374 (Q11) 0.000 
1.878 (Q13) 0.065 
 
4.277 (Q10) 0.000 
2.034 (Q34) 0.046 
-2.126 (Q35) 0.037 
 
1.892 (Q6) 0.063 
Capacity 
 
 
Awareness 
 
 
 
P.commitment 
20 Receptivity 
Awareness  
Personal 
Commitment  
 
1.772 (Q30) 0.081 
-2.866 (Q32) 0.006 
 
3.031 (Q10) 0.003 
2.145 (Q34) 0.036 
 
2.059 (Q6) 0.043 
1.895 (Q22) 0.062 
Receptivity 
 
 
Awareness 
 
 
P.commitment 
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Tabel 16: Regressions -4: Quadruple Comparisons 
 Category t, and p values REMARKS # Category t, and p values REMARKS 
1 Capacity 
Capability 
Engagement  
Receptivity 
  
3.834 (Q11) 0.000 
2.242 (Q13) 0.029 
-2.061(Q14) 0.044 
 
2.370 (Q23) 0.021 
 
2.647 (Q30) 0.011 
-2.558 (Q32) 0.013 
Capacity 
 
 
 
Engagement  
 
Receptivity 
  
8 Capacity 
Engagement  
Receptivity 
Personal 
Commitment  
 
3.574 (Q11) 0.001 
2.053 (Q13) 0.045 
-2.068(Q14) 0.043 
 
1.699 (Q23) 0.095 
 
1.890 (Q29-3) 0.064 
2.954 (Q30) 0.005 
-2.777 (Q32) 0.007 
 
1.682 (Q6) 0.098 
Capacity 
 
 
 
Engagement 
 
Receptivity 
 
 
 
P.commitment 
2 Capacity 
Capability 
Engagement  
Awareness  
 
4.298 (Q11) 0.000 
 
1.710 (Q23) 0.092 
 
3.548 (Q10) 0.001 
Capacity 
 
Engagement  
 
Awareness 
 
9 Capacity 
Receptivity 
Awareness  
Personal 
Commitment  
 
3.816 (Q11 ) 0.000 
 
-2.371 (Q32) 0.021 
 
2.593 (Q10) 0.012 
1.772 (Q34) 0.081 
 
1.926 (Q6) 0.059 
Capacity 
 
Receptivity 
 
Awareness  
 
 
P.commitment 
3 Capacity 
Capability 
Engagement  
Personal 
Commitment  
5.662 (Q11) 0.000 
2.378 (Q13) 0.021 
-1.827 (Q14) 0.073 
 
Capacity 
 
10 Capability 
Engagement  
Receptivity 
Awareness  
 
2.320 (Q23) 0.024 
 
1.920 (Q30) 0.060 
-2.240 (Q32) 0.029 
 
2.257 (Q10) 0.028 
1.899 (Q34) 0.062 
Engagement 
 
Receptivity 
 
 
Awareness  
 
4 Capacity 
Capability 
Receptivity 
 
Awareness  
 
3,927 (Q11) 0.000 
1,702 (Q13) 0.094 
 
-2,180 (Q32) 0,033 
 
2.197 (Q10) 0.032 
Capacity 
 
 
Receptivity 
 
Awareness 
11 Capability 
Engagement  
Receptivity 
Personal 
Commitment  
2.0.38 (Q23) 0.046 
 
2.103 (Q29-3) 0.040 
5.478 (Q30) 0.000 
-2.627 (Q32) 0.011 
Engagement 
 
Receptivity 
 
5 Capacity 
Capability 
Receptivity 
Personal 
Commitment 
4.007 (Q11) 0.000 
2.417 (Q13) 0.019 
 
2.359 (Q30) 0,022 
-2,636 (Q32) 0.011 
Capacity 
 
 
Receptivity 
 
12 Capability 
Receptivity 
Awareness  
Personal 
Commitment  
 
1.699 (Q30) 0.094 
-2.605 (Q32) 0.012 
 
2.702 (Q10) 0.009 
2.042 (Q34) 0.045 
 
1.830 (Q22) 0.072 
Receptivity 
 
 
Awareness 
 
 
P.commitment 
6 Capacity 
Capability 
Awareness  
Personal 
Commitment  
 
4.238 (Q11) 0.000 
1.733 (Q13) 0.088 
 
3.660 (Q10) 0.001 
1.824 (Q34) 0.073 
-1.830 (Q35) 0.072 
Capacity 
 
 
Awareness 
 
13 Engagement  
Receptivity 
 Awareness  
Personal 
Commitment  
1.747 (Q23) 0.086 
 
1.991 (Q30) 0.051 
-2.565 (Q32) 0.013 
 
2.533 (Q10) 0.014 
1.860 (Q34) 0.068 
Engagement 
 
Receptivity 
 
 
Awareness 
7 Capacity 
Engagement  
Receptivity 
Awareness  
 
3.761 (Q11) 0.000 
-1.725 (Q14) 0.090 
 
2.230 (Q23) 0.030 
 
-2.207 (Q32) 0.031 
 
2.188 (Q10) 0.033 
1.699 (Q34) 0.095 
Capacity 
 
 
Engagement 
 
Receptivity 
 
Awareness 
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Tabel 17: Regressions -5: Quinary Comparisons 
 Category t, and p values  REMARKS 
1 Capacity 
Capability 
Engagement  
Receptivity 
Awareness  
3.716 (Q11) 0.000 
 
2.052 (Q23) 0.045 
 
-2.224 (Q32) 0.030 
 
1.880 (Q10 ) 0.066 
Capacity 
 
Engagement 
 
Receptivity 
 
Awareness 
2 Capacity 
Capability 
Engagement  
Receptivity 
 Personal Commitment  
3.654 (Q11) 0.001 
2.308 (Q13) 0.025 
-2.151 (Q14) 0.036 
 
2.753 (Q30) 0.008 
-2.822 (Q32) 0.007 
Capacity 
 
 
 
Receptivity 
 
3 Capacity 
Capability 
Engagement  
Awareness  
Personal Commitment  
4.211 (Q11) 0.000 
 
3.596 (Q10) 0.001 
 
Capacity 
 
Awareness 
4 Capacity 
Capability 
Receptivity 
Awareness  
Personal Commitment 
3.806 (Q11) 0.000 
 
-2.372(Q32) 0.021 
 
2.172 (Q10) 0.034 
Capacity 
 
Receptivity 
 
Awareness 
5 Capacity 
Engagement  
Receptivity 
Awareness  
Personal Commitment  
 
3.665 (Q11) 0.001 
-1.788 (Q14) 0.079 
 
-2.481(Q32) 0.016 
 
2.372 (Q10) 0.021 
 
1.791 (Q6) 0.079 
Capacity 
 
 
Receptivity 
 
Awareness 
 
P. commitment 
6 Capability 
Engagement  
Receptivity 
 Awareness  
Personal Commitment 
1.875 (Q30) 0.066 
-2.409 (Q32) 0.019 
 
2.335 (Q10) 0.023 
1.773 (Q34) 0.082 
Engagement 
Awareness 
 
Tabel 18: Regressions -6: Senary Comparison 
 Category t, and p values  REMARKS 
1 Capacity 
Capability 
Engagement  
Receptivity 
Awareness  
Personal Commitment  
 
3.598 (Q11) 0.001 
-1.723 (Q14) 0.091 
 
-2.484 (Q32) 0.016 
 
2.018 (Q10) 0.049 
 
Capacity 
Receptivity 
 
Awareness 
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Table 19: Counting and Weighting the Frequency of the Most Significant Questions in 55 Multiple Regressions 
 
  Individual 
Change 
Factor 
Question 
# Related Topic 
Significance 
Table 13 Table 14 Table 15 Table 16 Table 17 Sum 
Count Weight Count Weight Count Weight Count Weight Count Weight Count Weight 
Capacity 11 Improved Personal Performance  5 15 10 30 9 27 5 15 1 3 30 90 
  12 Routines 0 0 
  13 Sufficient Committed Collegues 5 13 9 15 7 10 1 2 22 40 
  14 Sufficient Competent Collegues 1 1 4 1 4 6 2 3 1 1 12 12 
  15 
Sufficient Commitment and 
Competent Collegues 0 0 
Capability 16  Facilitating Learning 0 0 
  17 
Availability of Personal Development 
Programs(PDP's) 0 0 
  18 Accessibility of PDP's 0 0 
  19  Effectiveness of PDP's  0 0 
  20 Experience: learned from prior change 3 7 1 1 4 8 
Engagement 23 Loyalty  2 5 6 11 7 9 1 2 16 27 
  24  informed about business strategy 0 0 
  25 company considers people's needs 0 0 
  26 Respectful treatment 0 0 
  27 Opportunity for upward feedback 0 0 
  28 Effectivity of upward feedback 0 0 
Receptivity 29 Change Style 2 5 3 4 2 3 7 12 
  30 Social environmental perceptions 4 11 8 19 7 13 2 4 21 47 
  32 Anxtiety (Fears) for punishment 5 12 9 23 10 19 5 11 1 2 30 67 
  33 Anxtiety (Fears) for new change 0 0 
Awareness 10 Personal Awareness: change necessity 5 15 10 28 8 19 5 10 1 2 29 74 
  34 
Clear Communication about change 
plan 5 10 10 18 6 7 1 1 22 36 
  35 
Clear Communication about need for 
change 1 2 3 4 1 1 5 7 
Personal 
Commitment 6 Salary satisfaction 3 5 4 5 2 2 1 1 10 13 
  22 Commitment to Organization 4 6 4 5 1 1 9 12 
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Table 20: Counting and Weighting the Frequency of the Most Significant Factor for Multiple Regressions  
Individual-
rel.  Factor 
Table 13 Table 14 Table 15 Table 16 Table 17 Sum 
  Count Weight Count Weight Count Weight Count Weight Count Weight Count Weight 
Capacity 5 15 10 30 9 27 5 15 1 3 30 90 
Capability 3 7 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 8 
Engagement 2 5 6 11 7 11 1 2 0 0 16 29 
Receptivity 5 14 10 25 10 22 5 11 1 2 31 74 
Awareness 5 15 10 28 8 19 5 10 1 2 29 74 
Personal 
Commitment 
4 7 6 8 3 3 1 1 0 0 14 19 
 
Explanation for counting. Example:  in all multiple regressions Q20 is the most significant question to represent 
Capability: Q20 occurs 3 times in Table 13, and 1 time in table 14. In total, question 20 occurs 4 times in all multiple 
regressions.   
Explanation for weighting. Example:  in all multiple regressions Q20 is the most significant question to represent 
Capability. Q20 occurs 1 time at the 1% level (1*3=3 points), 2 times at the 5% (2*2 = 4 points) in Table 13, and 1 
time at the 10% level (1*1 = 1 points) in table 14. In total, question 20 attains 7 points in all 55 multiple regressions 
(tables 13-17).   
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APPENDIX B: SURVEY QUESTIONS  
Category Questions 
Descriptive 
Variables 
 
1.1 [Company at time of change:]  
1.2 [Email Address:]  
1.3 [Telephone:]  
2. Gender  
3. Which category below includes your age? 
4. What is your marital/relationship state? 
5. What is the highest level of education you have completed or the highest degree you have 
received? 
7. In the change program, what was your role? 
Dependant 
Variable 
9. How do you consider the outcome of the change? 
Capacity 
 
11-Did or do you believe that the intended change would enhance your personal 
performance? 
12-How effective would you declare your company in:   “Dividing up very general problems 
into smaller sub-problems according to the specialization of functions”? 
13-Do you think that your colleagues are sufficiently committed in performing their jobs? 
 14-Do you think that your colleagues are sufficiently competent in performing their jobs? 
15-Do you think that there are sufficient competent and committed colleagues in your 
company that can adopt new change initiatives? 
Capability 16-According to you, does the company facilitate learning?  (Examples: learning by doing 
and evaluations, lessons learned, offering internal and external job-related education, courses 
and trainings) 
17-What is your opinion about the current personal development programs (PDP´s) in your 
organization [The availability of PDP´s] 
18-What is your opinion about the current personal development programs (PDP´s) in your 
organization [The accessibility of PDP´s] 
19-What is your opinion about the current personal development programs (PDP´s) in your 
organization[The effectiveness of PDP´s] 
20-Have you been able to learn from prior change programs?  
21-How do you try to "fit in new change" in general? Divide 100points 
Readiness 
Engagement 
23-Do you believe that working for this organization is the best option? 
24-I am aware of my employer's business strategy.   
25- How well does the company consider the individual needs of employees? 
26- How well does the company value your input in suggesting change ideas? 
27-During the change, is or was it possible for you to give feedback and provide 
recommendations about the change to (change) management?    Explain, if possible. 
28-And did they consider employee recommendations? 
Readiness 
Receptivity 
29- In your opinion, were these efforts, if applied, restricting (R) or stimulating (S) change?   
(Please type “R” or “S”) 
30-According to your social environment; was this change really necessary? 
31-Please motivate your answer to the previous question: why? 
32- Fears? Were you afraid of negative consequences if you would not adopt the change? 
33- Fears? Were you afraid of not being able to learn the new way according to change? 
Readiness 
Awareness 
8-Do you remember the reason for change? 
10-According to you; was this change really necessary? 
34-In your opinion how clear was the communication about? [The change plan] 
35-In your opinion how clear was the communication about? [The need for change] 
36- What tools for communication were used? 
Readiness 
Personal 
Commitment 
6-Are you satisfied with your pay package including benefits?   
22-Do you consider yourself as being committed to the success of the organization?    
37-To answer this question thinks of: if the change brings me…, than I am motivated to do 
things differently.   Example, if I get paid more, I will do (money is the first preferred 
motivation and therefore the highest in ranking) 
38 -What are your main personal perspectives? 
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APPENDIX C: SURVEY
Results 
Number of records in this query:
Total records in survey: 
Percentage of total: 
Field summary for 1
Personal Information (Optional) 
 
Personal Information  (Optional) 
 
Personal Information  (Optional) 
 
Answer 
Answer 
– Implementation and Change Management
 RESULTS with GRAPHICS 
 81 
81 
100.00% 
-1 [Company at time of change:] 
  If you wish to receive the results, please leave your details here. 
Count 
Answer  29 
No answer 52 
Field summary for 1-2 [Email Address:] 
  If you wish to receive the results, please leave your 
Count 
Answer  30 
No answer 51 
Field summary for 1-3 [Telephone:] 
  If you wish to receive the results, please leave your details here. 
Count 
Answer  17 
No answer 64 
Field summary for 2 
Gender 
Count 
Female (F) 12 
Male (M) 69 
No answer 0 
 
Field summary for 3 
 Which category below includes your age? 
Count 
30-39 (A1) 57 
40-49 (A2) 14 
50-59 (A3) 7 
60 or older (A4) 3 
No answer 0 
 
56 
  
Percentage 
35.80%   
64.20%   
details here.   
Percentage 
37.04%   
62.96%   
  
Percentage 
20.99%   
79.01%   
Percentage 
14.81%   
85.19%   
0.00% 
Percentage 
70.37%   
17.28%   
8.64%   
3.70%   
0.00% 
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Answer 
Separated / Divorced (A4)
What is the highest level of education you have completed or the highest degree you have received?
Answer 
General secondary education (Dutch: 
scholengemeenschap lbo/ mavo/havo) (A1)
Grammar school (Dutch: lyceum/ athenaeum / 
Mid level vocational education (Dutch: MBO) (A3)
High level vocational education (Dutch: HBO) (A4)
University level (Dutch: WO) (A5)
  
– Implementation and Change Management
Field summary for 4 
What is your marital/relationship state? 
Count 
Married (A1) 34 
Partnership (A2) 27 
Widowed (A3) 0 
 4 
Single (A5) 16 
No answer 0 
Field summary for 5 
Count 
 
2 
gymnasium) (A2) 
1 
 7 
 40 
 31 
No answer 0 
 
57 
Percentage 
41.98%   
33.33%   
0.00% 
4.94%   
19.75%   
0.00% 
 
 
Percentage 
2.47%   
1.23%   
8.64%   
49.38%   
38.27%   
0.00% 
 
Ortwin Lindelauf 
 
 
Are you satisfied with your pay package including benefits? 
Answer 
Extremely satisfied (A1)
Slightly satisfied (A3)
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied (A4)
Slightly dissatisfied (A5)
Extremely dissatisfied (A7)
Answer 
Change manager / advisor (A1)
Manager (who had to implement) (A2)
Participating employee (adopter) (A3)
  
– Implementation and Change Management
Field summary for 6 
  
Count 
 2 
Satisfied (A2) 44 
 24 
 7 
 4 
Dissatisfied (A6) 0 
 0 
No answer 0 
Field summary for 7 
In the change program, what was your role? 
Count 
 10 
 10 
 61 
No answer 0 
 
58 
Percentage 
2.47%   
54.32%   
29.63%   
8.64%   
4.94%   
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
 
Percentage 
12.35%   
12.35%   
75.31%   
0.00% 
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Answer 
To improve performance (SQ001)
Change of Strategy (SQ002)
Organizational Structure (SQ003)
Environmental (e.g. legal) 
Changed (characteristics) of Top management 
  
Answer 
  
– Implementation and Change Management
Field summary for 8 
Do you remember the reason for change? 
Count 
 52 
 23 
 42 
(SQ004) 4 
(SQ005) 
4 
Other  3 
 
 
OTHER 
increasing client demands and changing 
regulatory framework
reduction of government 
funding/projects
IT 
Field summary for 9 
How do you consider the outcome of the change?   
Count 
Excellent (A1) 0 
Very Good (A2) 9 
Good (A3) 37 
Neutral (A4) 20 
Poor (A5) 11 
Very Poor (A6) 4 
Extremely Poor (A7) 0 
No answer 0 
 
59 
Percentage 
64.20%   
28.40%   
51.85%   
4.94%   
4.94%   
3.70%   
 
 
Percentage 
0.00% 
11.11%   
45.68%   
24.69%   
13.58%   
4.94%   
0.00% 
0.00% 
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According to you; was this change really necessary?
Answer 
Completely necessary (A1)
Slightly necessary (A3)
Neither necessary nor 
Slightly unnecessary (A5)
Completely unnecessary (A7)
Did or do you believe that the intended change would enhance your personal 
Answer 
Extremely positive (A1)
Slightly positive (A3)
Neither positive nor negative (A4)
Slightly negative (A5)
Extremely negative (A7)
  
– Implementation and Change Management
Field summary for 10 
 
Count 
 10 
Necessary (A2) 36 
 17 
unnecessary (A4) 5 
 5 
Unnecessary (A6) 7 
 1 
No answer 0 
Field summary for 11 
Count 
 4 
Positive (A2) 26 
 20 
 21 
 5 
Negative (A6) 4 
 1 
No answer 0 
 
60 
Percentage 
12.35%   
44.44%   
20.99%   
6.17%   
6.17%   
8.64%   
1.23%   
0.00% 
 
performance? 
Percentage 
4.94%   
32.10%   
24.69%   
25.93%   
6.17%   
4.94%   
1.23%   
0.00% 
 
Ortwin Lindelauf 
 
 
How effective would you declare your company in: 
problems according to the specialization of functions”?
Answer 
Extremely effective (A1)
Slightly effective (A3)
Neither effective nor ineffective (A4)
Slightly ineffective (A5)
Extremely ineffective
Do you think that your colleagues are sufficiently committed in performing their jobs? 
Answer 
Fully committed (A1)
Slightly 
Neither committed nor incommitted (A4)
Slightly incommitted (A5)
Fully incommitted (A7)
  
– Implementation and Change Management
Field summary for 12 
  “Dividing up very general problems into smaller sub
 
Count 
 2 
Effective (A2) 27 
 35 
 7 
 5 
Ineffective (A6) 4 
 (A7) 1 
No answer 0 
Field summary for 13 
Count 
 9 
Committed (A2) 47 
committed (A3) 17 
 5 
 2 
Incommitted (A6) 1 
 0 
No answer 0 
 
61 
-
Percentage 
2.47%   
33.33%   
43.21%   
8.64%   
6.17%   
4.94%   
1.23%   
0.00% 
 
    
Percentage 
11.11%   
58.02%   
20.99%   
6.17%   
2.47%   
1.23%   
0.00% 
0.00% 
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Do you think that your 
Answer 
Fully competent (A1)
Slightly competent (A3)
Neither competent nor incompetent (A4)
Slightly 
Fully Incompetent (A7)
Do you think that there are sufficient competent and committed colleagues in your company that can adopt 
Answer 
Extremely sufficient (A1)
Slightly sufficient (A3)
Neither sufficient nor insufficient (A4)
Slightly insufficient (A5)
Extremely insufficient (A7)
  
– Implementation and Change Management
Field summary for 14 
colleagues are sufficiently competent in performing their jobs?
Count 
 7 
Competent (A2) 53 
 16 
 1 
incompetent (A5) 4 
Incompetent (A6) 0 
 0 
No answer 0 
Field summary for 15 
new change initiatives? 
Count 
 3 
Sufficient (A2) 37 
 24 
 4 
 12 
Insufficient (A6) 1 
 0 
No answer 0 
 
62 
  
Percentage 
8.64%   
65.43%   
19.75%   
1.23%   
4.94%   
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
 
Percentage 
3.70%   
45.68%   
29.63%   
4.94%   
14.81%   
1.23%   
0.00% 
0.00% 
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According to you, does the company facilitate learning? 
lessons learned, offering internal and external 
Answer 
What is your opinion about the current personal development programs (PDP´s) in your 
Answer 
Slightly sufficient (A3)
Slightly insufficient (A5)
  
– Implementation and Change Management
Field summary for 16 
  (Examples: learning by doing and evaluations, 
job-related education, courses and trainings)
Count 
Yes (Y) 71 
No (N) 10 
No answer 0 
Field summary for 17 
[The availability of PDP´s] 
Count 
Excellent (A1) 8 
Good (A2) 33 
 18 
Neutral (A4) 10 
 7 
Poor (A6) 5 
Very poor (A7) 0 
No answer 0 
 
63 
 
Percentage 
87.65%   
12.35%   
0.00% 
 
organization 
Percentage 
9.88%   
40.74%   
22.22%   
12.35%   
8.64%   
6.17%   
0.00% 
0.00% 
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What is your opinion about the current personal development programs (PDP´s) in your organization
Answer 
Slightly insufficient (A5)
What is your opinion about the current 
Answer 
Slightly sufficient (A3)
Slightly insufficient 
  
– Implementation and Change Management
Field summary for 18 
[The accessibility of PDP´s] 
Count 
Excellent (A1) 5 
Good (A2) 25 
Slightly sufficient (A3) 16 
Neutral (A4) 19 
 10 
Poor (A6) 5 
Very poor (A7) 1 
No answer 0 
Field summary for 19 
personal development programs (PDP´s) in your organization
[The effectiveness of PDP´s] 
Count 
Excellent (A1) 1 
Good (A2) 27 
 21 
Neutral (A4) 16 
(A5) 11 
Poor (A6) 4 
Very poor (A7) 1 
No answer 0 
 
64 
 
Percentage 
6.17%   
30.86%   
19.75%   
23.46%   
12.35%   
6.17%   
1.23%   
0.00% 
 
 
Percentage 
1.23%   
33.33%   
25.93%   
19.75%   
13.58%   
4.94%   
1.23%   
0.00% 
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Have you been able to learn from prior change programs?
Answer 
Neither well nor poor (A4)
Field summary for 21 [Try to see it form different perspectives as well]:
How do you try to "fit in new change" in general? 
Calculation 
Standard deviation
1st quartile (Q1)
Median value
3rd quartile (Q3)
Field summary for 21
How do you try to "fit in new change" in general? 
Calculation 
Standard deviation
1st quartile (Q1)
Median value
3rd quartile (Q3)
– Implementation and Change Management
Field summary for 20 
 
Count 
Extremely well (A1) 3 
Well (A2) 28 
Slightly well (A3) 29 
 14 
Slightly poor (A5) 3 
Poor (A6) 3 
Extremely Poor (A7) 1 
No answer 0 
Divide 100points
Result 
Count 81 
Sum 2221 
 14.35 
Average 27.42 
Minimum 0 
 20 
 25 
 35 
Maximum 80 
 [Based on prior personal experience]: 
Divide 100points
Result 
Count 81 
Sum 1635 
 8.31 
Average 20.19 
Minimum 0 
 15 
 20 
 25 
Maximum 50 
 
65 
Percentage 
3.70%   
34.57%   
35.80%   
17.28%   
3.70%   
3.70%   
1.23%   
0.00% 
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Field summary for 21 [Use my own instinct]: 
How do you try to "fit in new change" in general? Divide 100points 
Calculation Result 
Count 81 
Sum 1751 
Standard deviation 13.78 
Average 21.62 
Minimum 0 
1st quartile (Q1) 10 
Median value 20 
3rd quartile (Q3) 30 
Maximum 60 
Field summary for 21 [Fit in the right context]: 
How do you try to "fit in new change" in general? Divide 100points 
Calculation Result 
Count 81 
Sum 1426 
Standard deviation 13.85 
Average 17.6 
Minimum 0 
1st quartile (Q1) 10 
Median value 15 
3rd quartile (Q3) 25 
Maximum 80 
Field summary for 21 [every change is different]: 
How do you try to "fit in new change" in general? Divide 100points 
Calculation Result 
Count 81 
Sum 793 
Standard deviation 8.81 
Average 9.79 
Minimum 0 
1st quartile (Q1) 0 
Median value 10 
3rd quartile (Q3) 15 
Maximum 40 
Field summary for 21 [other]: 
How do you try to "fit in new change" in general? Divide 100points 
Calculation Result 
Count 81 
Sum 274 
Standard deviation 7.05 
Average 3.38 
Minimum 0 
1st quartile (Q1) 0 
Median value 0 
3rd quartile (Q3) 3 
Maximum 40 
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Do you consider yourself as being committed to the success of the organization?
Answer 
Completely agree (A1)
Neither agree nor disagree (A4)
Slightly disagree (A5)
Completely disagree (A7)
Do you believe that working for this organization is the best option?
Answer 
Completely agree (A1)
Neither agree nor disagree (A4)
Slightly disagree 
Completely disagree (A7)
  
– Implementation and Change Management
Field summary for 22 
Count 
 23 
Agree (A2) 40 
Slightly agree (A3) 13 
 3 
 2 
Disagree (A6) 0 
 0 
No answer 0 
Field summary for 23 
Count 
 7 
Agree (A2) 39 
Slightly agree (A3) 11 
 14 
(A5) 6 
Disagree (A6) 3 
 1 
No answer 0 
 
67 
    
Percentage 
28.40%   
49.38%   
16.05%   
3.70%   
2.47%   
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
 
 
Percentage 
8.64%   
48.15%   
13.58%   
17.28%   
7.41%   
3.70%   
1.23%   
0.00% 
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Answer 
Completely agree (A1)
Neither agree nor disagree (A4)
Slightly disagree (A5)
Completely disagree (A7)
[25. consider the individual needs of employees?]
Answer 
Neither well nor poor (A4)
  
– Implementation and Change Management
Field summary for 24 
I am aware of my employer's business strategy.   
Count 
 9 
Agree (A2) 44 
Slightly agree (A3) 21 
 1 
 5 
Disagree (A6) 1 
 0 
No answer 0 
Field summary for 25  
How well does the company 
 
Count 
Extremely well (A1) 2 
Well (A2) 30 
Slightly well (A3) 27 
 9 
Slightly poor (A5) 9 
Poor (A6) 2 
Extremely Poor (A7) 2 
No answer 0 
 
68 
Percentage 
11.11%   
54.32%   
25.93%   
1.23%   
6.17%   
1.23%   
0.00% 
0.00% 
 
Percentage 
2.47%   
37.04%   
33.33%   
11.11%   
11.11%   
2.47%   
2.47%   
0.00% 
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[26. value your input in suggesting change ideas?]
Answer 
Neither well nor poor (A4)
Extremely Poor (A7)
During the change, is or was it possible for you to give feedback and provide recommendations about the 
change to (change) management?
Answer 
Theoretically yes, but practically no, since this change was implemented on global strategic level. I don't have direct acces
I suggested different ways to improve the implementation of the management view.
during several 'inloopsessies' where you could discuss the various changes made per topic
The company managers are very accessible for feedback
Every employee can contact management to contribute to the change or ask questions about it.
Input was not stimulated. So when Input was given mangers discarded it very quickly with the consequence that I was a difficult 
employee. 
– Implementation and Change Management
Field summary for 26 
How well does the company 
 
Count 
Extremely well (A1) 2 
Well (A2) 31 
Slightly well (A3) 31 
 7 
Slightly poor (A5) 5 
Poor (A6) 4 
 1 
No answer 0 
Field summary for 27 
    Explain, if possible. 
Count 
Yes (A1) 66 
No (A2) 15 
Comments  28 
No answer 0 
 
 
 
 
 
69 
Percentage 
2.47%   
38.27%   
38.27%   
8.64%   
6.17%   
4.94%   
1.23%   
0.00% 
 
Percentage 
81.48%   
18.52%   
34.57%   
0.00% 
 
s to that. 
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[26. value your input in suggesting change ideas?]
Answer 
I was able to provide a full plan. but only 60% is implemented. With this the side conditions of the optimaliztion failed and
of an otimalisation is only got worse. 
During preparation surveys were held. 
Verandering vooral gestuurd door PR-achtig bureau. Verandering 
grote verwarring gezorgd conform voorspelling werknemers. Daar is 
zich wel mogelijk. 
Voortschrijdend inzicht was reden om de originele plannen bij te stellen.
By actively participating in the implementation I have been able to give my direction to it.
management is very open for comments 
Providing feedback is expected. 
The management wish was to grow as a company to an European player. Feedback from the employers was not asked or 
appreciated. 
Change strategy was decided at top level and was non
We are given opportunities to provide feedback formally and informally through various communication channels. All feedback i
evaluated and a lot of times implemented. 
During the change there wasn't room for feedback. Within global 
communicate them top/down, ordering to implement. Only afterwards, when the most harm is done, there is room for feedback, 
resulting in even more changes. 
open atmosphere for discussions 
you can always comment and make suggestions however it will not always be considered by the change management.
Bi-weekly workshop with (top) management to provide status, discuss challenges and seek advice
There were multiple evaluation meetings to monitor 
As a business consultant I was able to advise management about implementation strategy.
I was chairman of the workers council. Cooperation with Management was excellent.
But input was not taken into account. 
Responsible management was far Away, so limited influence.
Employee satisfaction audits (after the fact)
All stakeholders were heavily involved in each step of the process
The company has a monthly technical meeting what wasn't effective enough. My task
meaning of this meeting. After that reorganize the structure of it. It's now one year operational and still under constructio
are getting some where now. 
 
And did they consider 
Answer 
– Implementation and Change Management
Field summary for 26 
How well does the company 
 
Count 
[company name] vestigingen in "[company name]
vooraf weinig of niets mee gedaan. Feedback geven was op 
 
 
-negotiable, as it was in the past. 
organizations, boards of management take the decisions and then 
 
the change and adjust where needed. 
 
 
 
 
 
 was to describe and analyze the general 
Field summary for 28 
employee recommendations? 
Count 
Yes (Y) 55 
No (N) 12 
No answer 14 
 
70 
Percentage 
 instead 
" heeft voor 
s 
 
n. But we 
Percentage 
67.90%   
14.81%   
17.28%   
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Field summary for 29-1 [TOP management participating initiatives/ sessions with Top or leading managers] 
 In your opinion, were these efforts, if applied, restricting (R ) or stimulating (S) change?   (Please type “R” or “S” ) 
 
Count Percentage 
Answer  81 100.00%   
No answer 0 0.00% 
Field summary for 29-2 [External/internal change teams] 
 In your opinion, were these efforts, if applied, restricting (R ) or stimulating (S) change?   (Please type “R” or “S” ) 
 
Count Percentage 
Answer  81 100.00%   
No answer 0 0.00% 
Field summary for 29-3 [Feedback system between (change) management and employees] 
 In your opinion, were these efforts, if applied, restricting (R ) or stimulating (S) change?   (Please type “R” or “S” ) 
 
Count Percentage 
Answer  81 100.00%   
No answer 0 0.00% 
Field summary for 29-4 [Overlapping/simeoultaneous change programs, too short after another program] 
 In your opinion, were these efforts, if applied, restricting (R ) or stimulating (S) change?   (Please type “R” or “S” ) 
 
Count Percentage 
Answer  81 100.00%   
No answer 0 0.00% 
Field summary for 29-5 [Punishment /stimulating activities] 
 In your opinion, were these efforts, if applied, restricting (R ) or stimulating (S) change?   (Please type “R” or “S” ) 
 
Count Percentage 
Answer  81 100.00%   
No answer 0 0.00% 
Field summary for 30 
According to your social environment; was this change really necessary? 
Answer Count Percentage 
Completely necessary (A1) 4 4.94%   
Necessary (A2) 27 33.33%   
Slightly necessary (A3) 15 18.52%   
Neither necessary nor unnecessary (A4) 15 18.52%   
Slightly unnecessary (A5) 7 8.64%   
Unnecessary (A6) 13 16.05%   
Extremely unnecessary (A7) 0 0.00% 
No answer 0 0.00% 
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Field summary for 29-1 [TOP management participating initiatives/ sessions with Top or leading managers]
 In your opinion, were these efforts, if applied, restricting (R ) or stimulating (S) change? 
 
Field summary for 31 :Please motivate your answer to the previous question: why?
 
Performace below average 
N/A 
There is a lot of resistance due to: - an user-
Change was not shared before the start of the project, but it became clearer to all after 
picture behind the project. 
to get the company to a higher level we need to have an end
People have seen similar changes forward and back in the past.
changes were implemented based on financial reasons and not on the actual work that needed to be done. When one tries to 
accomplish quality in their work time is needed to achieve this. 
A change was neccesary, but not neccesaroiy this 
by putting more manpower on it. 
To realize our ambition. 
Change was necessary to de-clutter organisation. Therefore work devided in another way
Klanten wisten al prima wie ze waarvoor moesten hebben. 
the impact of the colleague in question was significant upon my motivation and morale.
overlive 
The company is loosing money, so there is an urg
This change was about business processes, my social environment is not that much aware of these processes.
De wereld om ons heen is erg veranderd, hier moesten we ons op her
Because it brought clarity in priority setting an
the world is changing, so the company should also
The growth of the company from 250 employees to the 1250 employees in 5 years is in my opinion to fast. The grow was necessar
to be and stay an stable company. 
The reduction in budget was to be fased in three years; management decided to cut budgets internally in 1 year. Not it turns out 
are short-staffed and unable to fulfill delivery of results.
For as far as my social environment is concerned, everything is ok
People get indifferent against such top/down changes. They know they can't stop them. At first there is a lot of complaining,
acceptance follows soon. 
this environment did not understand the change
Because our windows package was very old. An upgrade was necessary.
When the company is moving on autopilot you need a way to shake/waken things up
Old structure and organization didn't reflect the current needs of the market.
– Implementation and Change Management
  
Count 
 
Count 
Answer  42 
No answer 39 
unfriendly computer-program - less need of own initiative 
communicating the ideas, goals and bigger 
-to-end system to get full optimization 
 
Chenge creates less time and stress. 
approach. the change only got it worse, but it has been fixed (and made invisable) 
 
[company name] heeft hier alleen afbreuk aan gedaan.
 
ent need to change. 
 
-inrichten 
d a refresh to the organization 
 
 
ay as it is, and doesn't need to be changed. 
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(Please type “R” or “S” ) 
Percentage 
 
Percentage 
51.85%   
48.15%   
 
y 
we 
 but 
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Field summary for 29-1 [TOP management participating initiatives/ sessions with Top or leading managers]
 In your opinion, were these efforts, if applied, restricting (R ) or stimulating (S) change? 
 
The world around changed a lot so we needed to adapt to the changes
Change relates to a project done at [company name]
doubt with regards to the need of this change
Bij de opdrachtgever waar dit plaatsvond was het motto om het met minder mensen te doen wegens minder geld.
The change was forced upon the organization through caused by external forces.
Organization Core activities didn't change. Any organization structure would be sufficient.
It was working better before than after the changes
changes happen every 2 years not waiting the results of the former reorganization
I do not know what is meant by social environment in this context. At work, no changed in environment are visible.
Did not discuss the topic 
No understanding of the necessity, matrix organization considered deprecated
proof is in the fact that after 3 years the change is reverted back to its original state costing the company millions
change did not lead to improvement, goals were not
sometimes it is just like they do whatever they want without looking at their employees
No personal issue 
When you are new at a company the first three months are, in my opinion, the most important. You have to let other people see
kind of person you are in the way of capacity, social, verbal, etc. 
 
32. Were you afraid of negative consequences if 
Answer 
Completely afraid (A1)
Neither afraid 
Slightly unafraid (A5)
Completely unafraid (A7)
  
– Implementation and Change Management
  
Count 
 
. --> the quality check on source materials needed to be improved, there was no 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 met 
 
It positions you in the organization and generates recogn
Field summary for 32 
Fears? 
you would not adopt the change?
Count 
 0 
Afraid (A2) 9 
Slightly afraid (A3) 12 
nor unafraid (A4) 29 
 3 
Unafraid (A6) 22 
 6 
No answer 0 
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(Please type “R” or “S” ) 
Percentage 
 
 
 
 what 
ition. 
 
Percentage 
0.00% 
11.11%   
14.81%   
35.80%   
3.70%   
27.16%   
7.41%   
0.00% 
 
Ortwin Lindelauf 
 
 
33. Were you afraid of not being able to learn t
Answer 
Completely afraid (A1)
Neither afraid nor unafraid (A4)
Slightly unafraid (A5)
Completely 
  
– Implementation and Change Management
Field summary for 33 
Fears? 
he new way according to change?
Count 
 0 
Afraid (A2) 3 
Slightly afraid (A3) 8 
 15 
 5 
Unafraid (A6) 27 
unafraid (A7) 23 
No answer 0 
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Percentage 
0.00% 
3.70%   
9.88%   
18.52%   
6.17%   
33.33%   
28.40%   
0.00% 
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In your opinion how clear was the communication about?
Answer 
Extremely clear (A1)
Neither clear nor unclear (A4)
Slightly unclear (A5)
Extremely unclear (A7)
In your opinion how clear was the communication about?
Answer 
Extremely clear (A1)
Neither clear nor unclear (A4)
Slightly unclear (A5)
Extremely 
– Implementation and Change Management
Field summary for 34 
 
[The change plan] 
Count 
 3 
Clear (A2) 33 
Slightly clear (A3) 15 
 11 
 16 
Unclear (A6) 3 
 0 
No answer 0 
Field summary for 35 
 
[The need for change] 
Count 
 8 
Clear (A2) 31 
Slightly clear (A3) 14 
 13 
 8 
Unclear (A6) 7 
unclear (A7) 0 
No answer 0 
 
75 
Percentage 
3.70%   
40.74%   
18.52%   
13.58%   
19.75%   
3.70%   
0.00% 
0.00% 
 
Percentage 
9.88%   
38.27%   
17.28%   
16.05%   
9.88%   
8.64%   
0.00% 
0.00% 
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Answer 
Flyers/ brochures at the lunchroom/cafeteria 
Company magazine, 
Top management speeches (SQ005)
Training(s) (SQ006)
To answer this question thinks of: if 
Example, if I get paid more, I will do (money is the first preferred motivation and therefore the highest in 
Answer 
Recognition (By others) 
Autonomy (More freedom in your work) (A2)
  
– Implementation and Change Management
Field summary for 36 
What tools for communication were used? 
Count 
(SQ001) 
18 
Internet (SQ002) 17 
bulletins (SQ003) 41 
Intranet (SQ004) 54 
 62 
 27 
Other  14 
 
 
e-mail 
one ot one meetings with management
Management Presentation
Meetings 
Email communication 
E-mail 
e-mail 
departmental meetings, change committee meetings
regular dept meetings 
Workshops and information sessions
workshops 
change manager 
Workshops 
email 
Field summary for 37 [1] 
the change brings me…, than I am motivated to do things differently. 
ranking). [Ranking 1] 
Count 
(A1) 23 
 40 
Money (A3) 14 
Power (A4) 1 
Status (A5) 3 
 
76 
Percentage 
22.22%   
20.99%   
50.62%   
66.67%   
76.54%   
33.33%   
17.28%   
 
 
 
 
  
Percentage 
28.40%   
49.38%   
17.28%   
1.23%   
3.70%   
 
Ortwin Lindelauf 
 
 
To answer this question thinks of: if the change brings me…, than I am 
Example, if I get paid more, I will do (money is the first preferred motivation and therefore the highest in 
Answer 
Recognition (By others) (A1)
Autonomy (More freedom in your work) (A2)
To answer this question thinks of: if the change brings me…, than I am motivated to do things differently. 
Example, if I get paid more, I will do (money is the first preferred motivation and therefore the highest in 
Answer 
Recognition (By others) (A1)
Autonomy (More freedom in your work) (A2)
  
– Implementation and Change Management
Field summary for 37 [2] 
motivated to do things differently. 
ranking). [Ranking 2] 
Count 
 35 
 16 
Money (A3) 18 
Power (A4) 5 
Status (A5) 7 
Field summary for 37 [3] 
ranking). [Ranking 3] 
Count 
 14 
 13 
Money (A3) 25 
Power (A4) 15 
Status (A5) 14 
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Percentage 
43.21%   
19.75%   
22.22%   
6.17%   
8.64%   
 
  
Percentage 
17.28%   
16.05%   
30.86%   
18.52%   
17.28%   
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To answer this question thinks of: if the change brings me…, than I am motivated to do things differently. 
Example, if I get paid more, I will do
Answer 
Recognition (By others) (A1)
Autonomy (More freedom in your work) (A2)
To answer this question thinks of: if the change brings me…, than I am motivated to do things differently. 
Example, if I get paid more, I will do (money is the first preferred motivation 
Answer 
Recognition (By others) (A1)
Autonomy (More freedom in your work) (A2)
  
– Implementation and Change Management
Field summary for 37 [4] 
 (money is the first preferred motivation and therefore the highest in 
ranking). [Ranking 4] 
Count 
 7 
 8 
Money (A3) 12 
Power (A4) 26 
Status (A5) 28 
Field summary for 37 [5] 
and therefore the highest in 
ranking). [Ranking 5] 
Count 
 2 
 4 
Money (A3) 12 
Power (A4) 34 
Status (A5) 29 
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Percentage 
8.64%   
9.88%   
14.81%   
32.10%   
34.57%   
 
  
Percentage 
2.47%   
4.94%   
14.81%   
41.98%   
35.80%   
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Answer 
Answer 
Answer 
– Implementation and Change Management
Field summary for 38 [1] 
What are your main personal perspectives? [Ranking 1] 
Count 
Fame-focused (A1) 2 
Wealth focused (A2) 7 
Career focused (A3) 22 
Society-focused (A4) 8 
Family focused (A5) 42 
Field summary for 38 [2] 
What are your main personal perspectives? [Ranking 2] 
Count 
Fame-focused (A1) 2 
Wealth focused (A2) 18 
Career focused (A3) 19 
Society-focused (A4) 20 
Family focused (A5) 22 
Field summary for 38 [3] 
What are your main personal perspectives? [Ranking 3] 
Count 
Fame-focused (A1) 6 
Wealth focused (A2) 24 
Career focused (A3) 20 
Society-focused (A4) 20 
Family focused (A5) 11 
 
79 
Percentage 
2.47%   
8.64%   
27.16%   
9.88%   
51.85%   
 
Percentage 
2.47%   
22.22%   
23.46%   
24.69%   
27.16%   
 
Percentage 
7.41%   
29.63%   
24.69%   
24.69%   
13.58%   
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Answer 
What are your main personal perspectives?
Answer 
Society
 
– Implementation and Change Management
Field summary for 38 [4] 
What are your main personal perspectives? [Ranking 4] 
Count 
Fame-focused (A1) 10 
Wealth focused (A2) 24 
Career focused (A3) 18 
Society-focused (A4) 27 
Family focused (A5) 2 
Field summary for 38 [5] 
 [Ranking 5] 
Count 
Fame-focused (A1) 61 
Wealth focused (A2) 8 
Career focused (A3) 2 
-focused (A4) 6 
Family focused (A5) 4 
 
80 
Percentage 
12.35%   
29.63%   
22.22%   
33.33%   
2.47%   
 
Percentage 
75.31%   
9.88%   
2.47%   
7.41%   
4.94%   
 
